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SATURDAY, NOVEMBER 10, 1956 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION, 
San Angelo, Tez. 

The subcommittee met at 9 a. m. at the San Angelo, Tom Green 
County Courthouse, Tex., Hon. Wayne N. Aspinall (chairman) 
presiding. 

Present: Hon. Wayne N. Aspinall, Hon. A. L. Miller, Hon. J. 
Edgar Chenoweth, and Hon. J. T. Rutherford. 

Also present: Hon. O. C. Fisher, and Mr. Sidney L. McFarland, 
engineering consultant to the committee. 

Mr. Asprnautu. The Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation 
of the full Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs will now be in 
session in the city of San Angelo, Tex., in accordance with authoriza- 
tion from Hon. Clair Engle, chairman of the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs, on the date of August 31, 1956, granting to this 
subcommittee authority to hold this particular hearing on H. R. 10803, 
a bill by our colleague, Mr. Fisher, to provide for the construction by 
the Secretary of the Interior of the San Angelo Federal reclamation 
project, Texas, and for other purposes. 

Unless there is objection, H. R. 10803 will be made a part of the 
record of the hearings at this point. Hearing no objection, it is so 
ordered. 

[H. R. 10803, 84th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To provide for the construction by the Secretary of the Interior of the San Angelo Federal reclama- 
tion project, Texas, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of the Interior is authorized 
to construct, operate, and maintain the San Angelo Federal reclamation project, 
Texas, for the principal purposes of furnishing water for the irrigation of approx- 
imately ten thousand acres of land in Tom Green County and municipal, domestic, 
and industrial use, controlling floods, providing recreation and fish and wildlife 
benefits, and controlling silt. The principal engineering features of said project 
shall be a dam and reservoir at or near the Twin Buttes site, outlet works at the 
existing Nasworthy Dam, and necessary canals, drains, and related works. 

Sec. 2. (a) In constructing, operating, and maintaining the San Angelo project, 
the Secretary shall be governed by the Federal reclamation laws (Act of June 17, 
1902, 32 Stat. 388, and Acts amendatory thereof or supplementary thereto), 
except as is otherwise provided in this Act. 

(b) Actual construction of the project shall not be commenced, and no con- 
struction contract therefor shall be awarded, until a contract or contracts com- 
plying with the provisions of this Act have been entered into for payment of those 
portions of the construction cost of the project which are allocated to irrigation 
and to municipal, domestic, and industrial water. 

(ec) In furnishing water for irrigation and for municipal, domestic, and industrial 
uses from the project, the Secretary shall charge rates with the object of returning 
to the United States over a period of not more than forty vears, exclusive of any 
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development period for irrigation, all of the costs incurred by it in constructing, 
operating, and maintaining the project which the Secretary finds to be properly 
allocable to the purposes aforesaid and of interest on the unamortized balance of 
the portion of the construction cost which is allocated to municipal, domestic, 
and industrial water. Said interest shall be at the average rate, which rate shall 
be certified by the Secretary of the Treasury, paid by the United States on its 
marketable long-term securities outstanding on the date of this Act. When all 
of the said costs allocable to said purpose incurred by the United States in con- 
structing, operating, and maintaining the project, together with said interest on 
the said unamortized balance, have been returned to the United States, the con- 
tracting organization or organizations which have thus reimbursed the United 
States shall have a permanent right to use that portion of the storage space in the 
project thus allocable to said uses. 

(d) Any contract entered into under section 9, subsection (d), of the Reclama- 
tion Project Act of 1939 (53 Stat. 1197, 1193, 43 U.S. C., see. 485h (d)) for pay- 
ment of those portions of the costs of constructing, operating, and mainiaining the 
project which are allocated to irrigation and assigned to be paid by the contracting 
organization may provide for repayment of the portion of the construction cost 
of the project assigned to any project contract unit or, if the contract unit be 
divided into two or more irrigation blocks, to any such block over the period 
specified in said section 9, subsection (d), or as near thereto as is consistent with 
the adoption and operation of a variable payment formula which, being based on 
full repayment within said period under normal conditions, permits variance in 
the required annual payments in the light of economic factors pertinent to the 
ability of the irrigators to pay. 

(e) Contracts relating to municipal, domestic, and industrial water supply may 
be entered into without regard to the last sentence of section 9, subsection (c), of 
the Reelamation Project Act of 1939, and such contracts may recognize the relative 
priorities of domestic, municipal, industrial, and irrigational uses. 

f) Upon request of a contracting organization, the Secretary may at any 
time and shall, after payment of the reimbursable costs of the project has been 
completed, transfer to the requesting organization, or to another organization 
designated by it and satisfactory to him, the care, operation, and maintenance 
of any project works which serve the requesting organization and do not serve 
any other contracting organization. The care, operation, and maintenance of 
project works which serve two or more contracting organizations may or shall, 
as the case may be, be transferred in like circumstances to an organization satis- 
factory to all of said organizations and to the Secretary. Any transfer made 
pursuant to the authority of this section shall be upon terms and conditions 
satisfactory to the Secretary, and the works transferred shall be operated and 
maintained without further expense to the United States. If the transferred 
works serve a flood control or fish and wildlife function, they shall be operated 
and maintained in accordance with regulations with respect thereto prescribed 
by the Secretary of the Army and the Secretary of the Interior, respectively, and 
upon failure so to operate or maintain them they shall, upon demand, be returned 
immediately to the Secretary of the Interior. 

Sec. 3. The Secretary is authorized to construct minimum basic recreational 
facilities at the Twin Buttes Reservoir and to operate and maintain or arrange for 
the operation and maintenance of the same. The costs of constructing, operating, 
and maintaining such facilities, and like costs of the San Angelo project allocated 
to flood control and to the preservation and propagation of fish and wildlife shall, 
except as is otherwise provided in this Act, be nonreimbursable and nonreturnable 
under the reclamation laws. The Secretary shall, upon conclusion of a suitable 
agreement with a qualified agency and subject to such conditions as may be set 
forth in the repayment contracts, permit said agency to construct, operate, and 
maintain additional public recreational facilities and parks in connection with 
the project to the extent determined by the Secretary to be consistent with its 
primary purposes and subject to terms and conditions satisfactory to him. 

Sec. 4. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated for construction of the 
works authorized by this Act $30,000,000 plus such additional amounts, if any, 
as may be required by reason of changes in the costs of construction of the types 
involved in the San Angelo project as shown by engineering indices. There are 
also authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be required for the operation 
and maintenance of said works. 


Mr. AspINALL. It is a rule of the House that pictures are not to be 
taken by photographers during the time the committee is sitting. 
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However, the committee is always desirous of cooperating with the 
photographers, and if there is any photographer present at any time 
who wishes to have a picture and cannot wait until we finish the hear- 
ing this morning, we shall recess to give him an opportunity to take 
pictures. 

At this time the chairman would like to call upon the Hon. H. E. 
McCulloch, mayor of the city of San Angelo, for any opening state- 
ment he may wish to make. 

Mr. H. E. McCutzocu. Thank you, Congressman Aspinall. Iam 
H. E. McCulloch, mayor of the city of San Angelo. Mr. Chairman, 
and members of the congressional committee, I am pleased and 
honored to extend to you these very cordial greetings and welcome, 
so characteristic of the people whom I represent. The Twin Buttes 
or Three Rivers project you are here to appraise is of extreme impor- 
tance to all our people, for in its realization we are to gain such 
benefits so vital to us in our normal growth and expansion, as the de- 
velopment of an irrigation project, badly needed to stabilize our 
economy; adequate storage of water for municipal needs and, of 
greater significance, flood control. As mayor of the city of San 
Angelo, I want to assure you that not only the present city commis- 
sion wants this project, but previous administrations have indicated 
by resolution after resolution, carried in the minutes, their full ap- 
proval of it. I also know that the people of San Angelo want this 
project, which is proven by their enthusiasm manifested at the polls 
in approving the right to contract for same by the overwhelming odds 
of 8 to 1. By coming here you have not only evidenced an extra- 
ordinary interest in the project, but also you afford everyone inter- 
ested in the area an opportunity to be heard. I should at this time 
recognize former Mayor M. D. Bryant. During his administration 
as mayor, and before as a city commissioner, he has worked unceas- 
ingly toward the development of a project to conserve the water re- 
sources of the South Concho River. Present also is Mr. O. M. Dent, 
member of the State board of water engineers, Austin, Tex. At this 
time I am privileged to present the Hon. O. C. Fisher, Congressman, 
21st District of ‘Texas, who will introduce our distinguished guest. 
Congressman Fisher. 

Mr. Aspinauu. Before Mr. Fisher is recognized, you will be avail- 
able this morning for any questions that the committee wishes to ask? 

Mr. McCuutocn. Certainly I will, sir. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Mr. Fisher. 

Mr. Fisuer. Mr. Chairman, I have no formal statement. I will 
just fill in a little bit at this point. First, I want to join the mayor 
in extending our thanks to the committee for coming here on this 
occasion. We have been looking forward to it. I certainly am quite 
aware, personally, of the difficulty that you have in arranging your 
time schedule—because I know you are very busy in other States- 
to come here. I am most grateful to my good friend, Dr. Miller, 
who went to Congress when I did, 14 years ago; and to our fr iends, 
Mr. Chenoweth, and the chairman, of course, and our neighbor to 
the west, Mr. J. T. Rutherford, all of whom deal year in and year out 
in committee work in the matter of water conservation and reclamation 
projects. They are recognized authorities on it, and we are fortunate, 
indeed, to have them come here, taking the time out to do this, to 
hear this thing from a local viewpoint and taking a little look-see at 
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what we have here. I know of no project, Mr. Chairman, that has 
such an enthusiastic and solid support of the local people as you will 
find in this case, and that, of course, is understandable when you 
consider the long drought and the terrible time and bitter experience 
we have had in regard to this water-shortage situation. People here 
are very anxious and are going all out in carrying out their anxiety to 
do something about it, to plan for the future. Under existing condi- 
tions, even with normal rainfall in the future, in another 10 years the 
engineers tell us we will be rationing water in San Angelo, and it is 
our sincere purpose to do something about it now, to start planning 
right away. Of course, primarily this is an irrigation project; 
we have a beautiful flat table land east and southeast of San Angelo 
about which you will hear more during the hearings this morning. 
As far as I know, there is no local opposition to this. There are some 
questions that have been raised by the law in respect to riparian rights, 
and the rights of the people down the river. I think, at least I hope, 
most of that has been worked out by the hearing before the State 
board of water engineers. Of course, there may be some, and I see 
some here who may want to be heard; they certainly want their rights 
protected, and for the record to show their interests as the project 
may apply to them. 

Mr. Chairman, I don’t want to take any more time. Iam sure you 
want to get on with this as there are a number of witnesses here, and 
I want, especially, for the committee to feel free to ask any questions 

you desire, so we can get this developed as fully as possible. As you 
now, the project has been processed through the Bureau, and the 
Governor of Texas approved it within the past week. It is now ripe 
for hearings; and so, again, Mr. Chairman, we are mighty glad that 
you are here. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Thank you very much, Mr. Fisher, and I can say 
for the committee that we are glad to be here. We appreciate the 
hospitality that is being shown to each of us, and we are glad to get 
to work on a project that will have attention at the early part of the 
next session, providing all of the procedures are in order. 

The Chair at this time calls upon his colleague, the former chairman 
of this full committee, for any remarks he may wish to make. Con- 
gressman Miller, of Nebraska. 

Mr. Miuter. Mr. Chairman, thank you. I think my remarks 
should be very short. I am glad to be in Texas and in Congressman 
Fisher’s district. Clark and I went to Congress, as he said, 14 years 
ago, and we have seen some problems come and go before Congress, 
and looked at them very much the same. Texas does have an acute 
problem of where to get water, and how to conserve water supplies, 
and this is common in many areas of the United States. It seems that 
water is going to be more important than power as the days go on, and 
it is well that communities do look ahead to future needs, and to con- 
serve the water that otherwise goes to the ocean without being used. I 
shall listen with a good deal of interest to the testimony, the pros 
and cons, if any, and you and I will benefit by the testimony. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Thank you, Dr. Miller. The Chair recognizes his 
colleague, the gentleman from Texas, Mr. Rutherford, for any remarks 
that he may wish to make. 

Mr. RutHerrorp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Of course, this sec- 
tion is not a new area to me, having but a few years ago gone 
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to your junior college, before it was moved to its present location. 
Of course, this area here is quite familiar to me. I told Mr. Bryant 
yesterday that this was an unusual occasion for me to be away from 
my home district on a day like this, and I think that it is well to 
recognize that today is the 181st birthday of the United States Marine 
Corps. It has been my policy to attend a Marine Corps birthday 
ball on these days. Clark was giving me a bad time for not getting out 
of my district, and I want the record to show that this is the main 
reason I am here. This is the first time I have ever broken that 
policy; for this occasion I am glad to have done so. I am glad to 
have taken my lumps from Mr. Fisher in order to be present for the 
occasion of this hearing. It is a pleasure to be here, and I am looking 
forward to hearing more of the testimony and to work with the 
committee and with the civic leaders here, as well as your own very 
able Congressman from our Texas delegation, at the very early 
outset of the next session of Congress. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asprnautu. Thank you, Mr. Rutherford. The Chair recognizes 
his colleague, a personal friend of long standing, the gentleman from 
Colorado, Mr. Chenoweth, for any remarks he may wish to make. 

Mr. CuenowetH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to join with 
you and my other colleagues in expressing my great pleasure in being 
here and to participate in this delightful hospitality so graciously 
extended by everyone which, of course, is traditional in the State of 
Texas. I am happy to be here with your Congressman, Mr. Fisher, 
who so ably represents this district. I am anxious to hear about this 
project, and I assure you that as far as I am personally concerned it 
will receive my very best consideration. Thank you very much, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Aspinauu. The Chair wishes to have the record show, and have 
the people of San Angelo who are here present to know, that we have 
with us today Mr. Sidney MeFarland, engineering consultant of the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs of the House of ee 
tives. Mr. McFarland has been with us now for many years, and he 
serves as our staff adviser in this particular respect. The Chair 
wishes also to state that Congressman Fisher has been very diligent 
in the discharge of his responsibilities to his constituents relative to 
this particular project, as he has in all other matters, as far as that is 
concerned, and that he has pressed upon the committee the necessity 
of hearings at the earliest possible opportunity; and that the main 
reason we are here today, is because of his insistence that this par- 
ticular area be given the consideration which he considers is due it. 
The Chair wishes to sav that there is a difference in procedure in the 
study and consideration of such problems as reclamation projects 
between the bodies of Congress. The United States Senate is not 
compelled to give as exacting a study and consideration to projects 
as is the House of Representatives. The reason for that, of course, 
is that the United States Senate has 34 Senators already formed into 
a bloc whenever a reclamation project is considered by it; and it is 
only necessary for them to secure 15 other friends in the United States 
Senate to have a majority, and they can act at any time they wish to. 
This is not so in the House of Representatives. 

In the House of Representatives there are several instances where 
a combination of 2 of the States which are not reclamation States 
have more Members in the House of Representatives than the 17 
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Western States combined, if vou exclude that part of Texas which is 
east of the reclamation line. So, it is necessary that we proceed with 
careful consideration, based upon planning reports put out by the 
Department of Interior; and those reports must not only show the 
fiscal and economic feasibility of a project, so that we can properly 
and effectively argue before our nonreclamation friends of the United 
States Congress, but they must also show that the necessary steps 
have been taken in order to have the administration properly present 
its report to the United States House of Representatives. We must 
have not only the report but we must have the favorable report 
from the Bureau of the Budget. We must also have the correct 
agency or spokesman of the State stating the policy. The Congress 
of the United States, especially the House of Representatives, will not 
decide differences within a State. Such differences must be determined 
before the matter is brought before the House of Representatives, or 
the committee having jurisdiction, and we take it from there. In other 
words, in Congress the House of Representatives is not a policymaking 
body in these matters. Summing up, then, your Congressman has 
been doing his job effectively and thoroughly, and we shall now pro- 
ceed as rapidly as possible to try to determine the feasibility of the 
project and get it before the House of Representatives. This hearing 
is preliminary and there will be an additional hearing, or hearings, 
in Washington, D. C., when we get ready to make final determination. 

Are there any other questions or statements from the committee? 
If not, the Chair is pleased to call upon the former mayor of San 
Angelo, and also a very effective advocate of this project, Mr. M. D. 
Bryant, who will give a history of the project. Mr. Bryant, may the 
Chair state for the committee that we enjoyed our time spent out at 
your house last evening. 

Mr. Bryant. Mr. Chairman, if you don’t mind I think I will read 
this. 

Mr. Asprnauu. That will be in order. 

Mr. Bryant. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, first, 
I would like to give you a brief history of this project and the area in 
which it is located. 

A dam and reservoir to store the floodwaters of the South Concho 
River system, including Middle Concho, Dove, and Spring Creeks, its 
major tributaries, has been a dream of the people of this area for more 
than 30 years. 

In 1927 a study was made by the engineering firm of Nagle, Witt, 
Rollins & Gilchrist. In this report it was proposed that a dam be 
constructed at the site of the present Nasworthy Dam that would 
create a reservoir having a capacity of 160,000 acre-feet. Water from 
the reservoir would be used to irrigate lands in the Lipan Flat area. 
As a result of this report, a group of local citizens formed the Concho 
Water Development Co. The group was unable to secure financing 
of the project and transferred its rights to the West Texas Utilities 
Co. This company built the present small Nasworthy Dam in 1930 
as a source of municipal water supply for San Angelo. 

About 10 years later in 1939 and 1940 the water problems of the 
San Angelo area were studied by the Corps of Engineers. This study 
resulted in the authorization and construction of the San Angelo 
Reservoir on the North Concho River. This was a good start toward 
a solution in that it provided flood control on the North Concho River 
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and maximum conservation storage for this stream. ‘This storage 
was originaliy sponsored and purchased by the UCRA. Later, the 
UCRA sold and conveyed to the city of San Angelo the exclusive 
withdrawal rights from this storage. The San Angelo Reservoir 
project on the North Concho watershed was completed in 1952. 

In 1949, the city of San Angelo purchased the water system, includ- 
ing Lake Nasworthy, from the West Texas Utilities Co. As a result 
of the drought and because of the siuall capacity of Lake Nasworthy, 
the city was soon facing an acute water shortage. It was necessary 
for the city to impose strict water rationing and to secure water from 
every available source in order to avoid complete failure of the supply. 
Much damage was done to the city by this water shortage. 

At the same time the city commission was dealing with the water 
shortage, it also began looking for a solution to the long-range water 
problem of San Angelo. The engineering firm of Forrest & Cotton 
was employed to study future water needs and to prepare a plan for 
development on the South Concho. This firm submitted a report in 
January 1953. This study showed that present Nasworthy and the 
North Concho project would not meet the city’s need beyond 1968. 
The enlargement of existing Lake Nasworthy and a development of 
the Three Rivers site (now called Twin Buttes) were considered but 
only from a standpoint of water supply for the city. These projects 
did not include any storage for flood control and irrigation. 

After the information on the Twin Buttes site was received, local 
interests realized the need of water for additional irrigation develop- 
ment, for vitally needed flood control on the South Concho through 
the city and water for municipal needs essential within the next 10 
years, so they asked the United States Bureau of Reclamation to 
study the project. 

About this time, to facilitate the sponsorship of the project and to 
accommodate certain legal requirements of local interests, the San 
Angelo Water Supply Corp., which is a nonprofit entity with many 
recognized attributes of a public agency, was created, having outstand- 
ing leaders of our city as directors. This nonprofit corporation was 
created for two principal reasons. First, it was realized that the solu- 
tion of the water problem would require action over a long period and 
an organization with more continuity of personnel than that of the 
city commission was needed. This confidence of the public was 
demonstrated in a subsequent election on October 11, 1955, which 
authorized the city by a vote of 8 to 1 to contract with this corpora- 
tion. The second reason for the corporation is the city’s legal limita- 
tions. We needed an organization with which the city could contract 
for the purchase of water and one which could also contract with the 
irrigators and the Federal Government. Mr. McCall will explain 
this in more detail later. 

The Bureau initiated its studies in 1954. Local interests requested 
that a multipurpose project for irrigation, flood control, and water 
supply be considered, with the city of San Angelo having priority of 
all water in the conservation pool for municipal purposes. The city 
joined with the Bureau of Reclamation in requesting the Corps of 

ngineers to study the need for flood control in the project and the 
benefits that would result from the inclusion of flood-control storage. 
We received wonderful cooperation from the Corps which completed 
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its study in August 1955, and which was favorable with respect to the 
need for flood control. 

After the Bureau of Reclamation completed its report on the project, 
it was submitted to a vote of the people on October 11, 1955, and 
approved by an overwhelming majority. This 8 to 1 vote showed 
that the people want this project and they want the San Angelo Water 
Supply Corp. to represent them. 

1 want to emphasize that this project for which this hearing is being 
held represents the joint efforts of the people of this community, the 
Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps of Engineers. In this effort 
we have also had the full cooperation of the Governor of our State 
and the State board of water engineers. At the local level, I particu- 
larly want to acknowledge the cooperation of Mr. Youngblood and 
all other members of the board of the Upper Colorado River Authority. 

The State board of water engineers held a hearing on this project 
in San Angelo on August 6. Testifying for the project at this hearing, 
other than local interests, were Sim Gideon, general manager for 
LCRA, and appearing in its behalf; Gen. E. V. Spence, manager of 
the Colorado River Municipal Water District, Big Spring; J. E. 
Sturrock, Texas Water Conservation Association, Austin, Tex.; 
Millard Parkhurst of the firm of McCall, Parkhurst & Crowe, of 
Dallas, Tex., which firm approved the outstanding water revenue 
bonds of the city of San Angelo; and Harry Burleigh, of the Bureau 
of Reclamation. 

The Corps of Engineers’ findings with reference to flood control 
benefits for the Twin Buttes Reservoir project are incorporated in the 
Bureau of Reclamation’s report. Appropriate references may be 
made to this material at this hearing if you so desire. 

We believe that testimony presented here will show that we have a 
project which meets in all respects the requirements of feasibility of 
both the State of Texas and the United States Government. 

Mr. Fisuer. The North Concho is mentioned in this one; it does 
include flood control. You mean the South Concho development? 

Mr. Bryant. This is the study of the South Concho watershed now 
that we are discussing. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Mr. Bryant, will you enumerate and explain the 
attitude of those agencies of the State or locality which have jurisdic- 
tion over such a matter as this in Texas? 

Mr. Bryant. The State board of water engineers, Mr. Chairman, 
holds jurisdiction over matters of this sort, and the board has had 
many hearings on this in order to thoroughly understand the project 
and to satisfy themselves. The people here in San Angelo are not 
asking the Federal Government to do anything that will in any way 
jeopardize the rights of the downstream permit holders or legal 
riparian owners. Now, they have been satisfied and Mr. Dent—you 
met him last evening—has been particularly concerned about the 
project. He wanted to know all that we could find out, and especially 
that we were only asking the governmental—Federal agencies to come 
along with us to help us finance the deal, and that we could pay it 
back in a reasonable period. 

Mr. Aspinauu. Has that board as yet given its formal approval to 
the project? 

Mr. Bryant. I would like to read it to you. It is very short, sir, 
if I may. This letter is addressed to the Governor and dated on 
November 5, 1956. 
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Hon, ALLAN SHIVERs, 
Governor of Texas, 
Austin, Tex. 

Dear Governor Suivers: Pursuant to the provisions of article 7472e, Federal 
projects affecting public waters of Texas; approval by board required, the board of 
water engineers has conducted a public hearing on the San Angelo project, Colo- 
rado River Basin, Tex., and has found this project to be feasible in accordance 
with provisions set forth in resolution attached which was passed, approved and 
ordered of record on the 5th day of November 1956. This eepy of resolution of 
the board is transmitted to you in accordance with the requirements embodied in 
section 5 of article 7472e. 


Mr. Chairman, I would be delighted to file this letter and a signed 
copy of the resolution with you. 

The CHarrMan. Is there any objection? Hearing no objection, it 
is so ordered. 

(The documents referred to are as follows:) 


Boarp oF WATER ENGINEERS, 
Austin, November 5, 1956. 
Hon. ALLAN SHIVERs, 
Governor of Texas, Austin, Tex. 

DEAR GOVERNOR SHIVERS: Pursuant to the provisions of article 7472e, Federal 
projects affecting public waters of Texas; approval by board required, the board of 
water engineers has conducted a public hearing on the San Angelo project, 
Colorado River Basin, Tex., and has found this project to be feasible in accord- 
ance with provisions set forth in resolution attached which was passed, approved, 
and ordered of record on the 5th day of November 1956. 

This copy of resolution of the board is transmitted to you in accordance with the 
requirements embodied in section 5 of article 7472e. 

Yours very truly, 
R. M. Dixon, Chairman. 


Whereas on the 12th day of July 1956, there was received in the office of the 
board of water engineers from the United States Department of Interior, Bureau 
of Reclamation, an engineering report entitled “San Angelo Project, Colorado 
River Basin, Tex.’’; and 

Whereas the Honorable Allan Shivers, Governor of Texas, has requested that 
the board study said engineering report and make recommendations to him as to 
its feasibility in accordance with article 7472e, Vernon’s Civil Statutes of Texas; 
and 

Whereas in accordance with said article 7472e, the board did cause a public 
hearing, after due notice and publication, to be held on the 6th day of August 
1956, in San Angelo, Tex., which hearing was continued from day to day while 
the board considered the evidence, exhibits and arguments presented; and 

Whereas after fully considering said evidence, exhibits, and arguments per- 
taining to said engineering report, as required by law, and after considering the 
matters set forth in section 4 of the said article 7472e, the board finds that said 
Federal project is feasible; and 

Whereas the board, based on other factors and considerations not wholly found 
in the engineering report of the Federal project but resulting from the evidence 
presented and assurances given by all interested parties, finds further as follows: 

1. That before the project will be initiated, application for a permit or permits 
to construct same and appropriate water therefor will be duly filed with the board 
of water engineers in accordance with article 7492, Vernon’s Civil Statutes, and 
that as is usual with such an application, general project plans will be filed with 
and approved by the board. If a permit be authorized, detailed plans and speci- 
fications will be filed with and approved by the board prior to construction. 

2. That no material changes will be made in scope, capacity, cost of the project, 
mode of repayment to the United States, or the purpose of water use, as set forth 
in the engineering report, unless such changes will result in decreasing the cost cf 
the project without impairing the storage capacity, purpose, or safety thereof, or 
will improve or enhance the project from a standpoint of water conservation. 

3. That ownership by the State of Texas of the waters involved will be fully 
recognized by all interested parties, and that vested rights to the use of such waters 
will be respected by all interested parties. 

4. That the contract to be negotiated between the United States and the local 
interests will recognize and respect the findings set forth in items 1, 2, and 3 
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above and that the local contracting parties adequately protect themselves by 
insisting that such contract contain terms and conditions acceptable to such local 
interests, and that the terms of the contract shall be available to the board of 
water engineers when application is made for a water permit for the project. 
Premises considered and for the reasons aforesaid, it is therefore ordered by 
the board of water engineers that the United States Department of Interior, Bu- 
reau of Reclamation, “San Angelo project, Colorado River Basin, Texas,’’ be and 
the same hereby approved. 
Passed, approved, and ordered of record on this the 5th day of November, 
1956. 
Boarp OF WATER ENGINEERS, 
R. M. Drxon, Chairman. 
Attest: 
[SEAL] Ben F. Looney, Jr., Secretary. 


StaTE OF TEXAS, 
County of Travis: 

I, the undersigned seeretary of the board of water engineers of the State of 
Texas, do hereby certify that the attached and foregoing is a true and correct 
copy of order of the board of water engineers dated November 5, 1956, same 
appears of record and on file in the office of the board of water engineers. 

Given under my hand and the seal of the board of water engineers this the 5th 
day of November 1956. 

BoarRp OF WATER: ENGINEERS, 
[SEAL] Bren F. Looney, Jr., Secretary. 


Mr. Aspinautu. May I also ask now if there is any further action 
on the part of the State government necessary in order to state the 
position of the State of Texas? 

Mr. Bryant. I will be glad to tell vou what Mr. Price Campbell 
told me. He said that the Governor told him that he approved the 
procedure within a few minutes after it reached his desk. 

Mr. Asprnaut. Do you have any evidence of such approval? 

Mr. Bryant. No, sir; I don’t. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Is there an objection to the evidence or letter from 
the Governor of the State of Texas showing his approval being made 
a part of the record at this point, when received? Is there any 
objection? Hearing no objection it is so ordered. 

(The letter referred to follows 4 


OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
November 5, 1956. 
Hon. Frep S£aTON, 
Secretary of the Interior, 
Department of the Interior, Washington 25, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. Secretary: Under date of July 6, 1956, the Acting Commis- 
sioner of the Bureau of Reclamation, Department of the Interior, transmitted to 
the chairman of the Board of Water Engineers of the State of Texas, for the 
State’s comments, the report on the San Angelo project, Colorado River Basin, 
Tex., and the board of water engineers, acting in compliance with article 7472e, 
Vernon’s Annotated Civil Statutes of the State of Texas, has conducted a 
public hearing on this project and finds the project to be feasible, provided the 
following conditions are recognized: 

1. That before the project will be initiated, application for a permit or 
permits to construct same and appropriate water therefor will be duly filed 
with the board of water engineers in accordance with article 7492, Vernon’s 
Civil Statutes, and that as is usual with such an application, general project 
plans will be filed with and approved by the ened If a permit be author- 
ized detailed plans and specifications will be filed with and approved by the 
board prior to construction, 

2. That no material changes will be made in scope, capacity, cost of the 
project, mode of repayment to the United States, or the purpose of water 
use, as set forth in the engineering report, unless such changes will result in 
decreasing the cost of the project without impairing the storage capacity, 
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purpose, or safety thereof, or will improve or enhance the project from a 
standpoint of water conservation. 

3. That ownership by the State of Texas of the waters involved will be 
fully recognized by all interested parties, and that vested rights to the use 
of such waters will be respected by all interested parties. 

4. That the contract to be negotiated between the United States and the 
local interests will recognize and respect the findings set forth in items 1, 2, 
and 3 above and that the local contracting parties adequately protect them- 
selves by insisting that such contract contain terms and conditions accept- 
able to such local interests, and that the terms of the contract shall be avail- 
able to the board of water engineers when application is made for a water 
permit for the project. 

If the foregoing are recognized and are provided for in the development of the 
San Angelo project, Colorado River Basin, Tex., the project is hereby approved. 

Sincerely yours, 

ALLAN SHIVERS. 


Mr. Asprnauu. Mr. Bryant, most of your testimony has been to 
other uses than those of irrigation. It so happens that this committee 
finds its jurisdiction because of the primary irrigation purposes of the 
project. Will there be some one who will testify as to the irrigation 
uses, and the fundamental necessity of irrigation in the project? 

Mr. Bryant. Y es, sir. Mr. Jennings, | believe, will testify, and 
will cover that throughly when in W ashington. He and Mr. Burleigh 
are here; one or both ‘of them will cover that, and we have some of the 
farmers here who are interested in the project. 

Mr. Asprnauu. In your statement you stated that the city of San 
Angelo had approved the project by a vote of 8 to 1. What is the 
position of the prospective irrigators, or water users for irrigation? 

Mr. Bryant. I would like to read to you a letter that was signed 
by-—— 

Mr. Asprnatu. Before you answer that, before you read that 
paper—have the irrigation users formed a district so that they can 
express their opinion? 

Mr. Bryant. Yes, sir; they tentatively formed a district, and the 
spokesman for that district is here. 

Mr. AspinaLu. The spokesman more than likely will give the infor- 
mation when we call upon him later this morning, is that correct? 

Mr. Bryant. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Without objection, the letter which Mr. Bryant 
started to read and which expresses the position of the prospective 
irrigators will be inserted at this place in the record. 

(The letter referred to follows:) 


San ANGELO, TEx., September 11, 1956, 


State Board or WATER ENGINEERS, 
Austin, Tex. 
(Attention: Mr. R. M. Dixon, chairman.) 


GENTLEMEN: We, the undersigned farmers and landowners in the Veribest area 
within the boundaries of the irrigation project as designated by the Bureau of 
Reclamation in connection with the Three Rivers Dam project, wish to advise the 
board of water engineers as follows: 

1. That we have been fully informed and understand that when this project 
is in operation that we will be subject to the 160-acre provision of the reclamation 
law. 

2. That the farmers will have to designate the tract of land to be benefited by 
the use of irrigation water. 

3. That the designated lands cannot be switched around from year to year. 

4. That under the State laws the city of San Angelo would have a superior right 
for domestic and industrial use of the floodwaters. 
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5. Witnesses for the city at your San Angelo hearing testified that the project 
when built will be operated in such a manner as to honor all lawful downstream 
water rights. 

6. We understand from representatives of the Bureau of Reclamation and the 
city that there will be years during the life of this project that we will be without 
water for irrigation purposes. 

This letter is addressed to you for the purpose of clearing up any possibility 
ef a misunderstanding on your part as to whether or not the farmers have been 
properly informed as to their rights in connection with the irrigation part of the 
Three Rivers Dam project. 

Respectfully submitted. 

J. D, Lane, Cecil Baker, B. R. Weatherford, Wylie Pate, Charles W. 
Parsons, O. B. Smith, J. B. Bitner, H. F. Witt, A. C. Rumen- 
schnider, Claudie Weatherford, Robert Vedler, Charlie Pfeiffer, 
W. B. Weatherford, Albert Bubenik, W. J. Drgac, Mrs. A. B. 
Sherwood, C. R. Weatherford, Eddie V. Bubenik, Otis N. Law, 
H. E. Hurst, Joe Arrington, Louis Niemann, J, H. Sims, Cecil 
Johnson, Frank Johnson, 

Mr. AspinaLuL. The Chair recognizes Dr. Miller. 

Mr. Mitier. How many riparian owners of water are downstream 
and what is their demand for water? Will someone be able to answer 
that later on? 

Mr. Bryant. Yes, sir. Mr. Carr Forrest of the engineering firm of 
Forrest & Cotton of Dallas will cover that. 

Mr. Miter. I notice you said in your statement the riparian water 
rights were protected. I am wondering how many there might be and 
what their demands would be for water? If somebody else will 
answer it 

Mr. Bryant. Yes, sir; it will be answered. 

Mr. Miuter. That’s all. 

Mr. Asprnauu. The Chair recognizes his colleague, Mr. Rutherford. 

Mr. RuruerrorpD. Will someone discuss the relocation and the cost 
of the highways, State and county, as well as the railroad relocation 
cost? 

Mr. Bryant. Yes, sir; that is fully covered in the report of the 
Bureau of Reclamation, and that will be available. 

Mr. Ruruerrorp. That is all. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The gentleman from Colorado, Mr. Chenoweth. 

Mr. CHENOWETH. You mentioned there has been nothing done on 
this project for about 30 years? 

Mr. Bryant. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cuenowetnu. The present interest has developed largely 
because of the drought conditions? 

Mr. Bryant. That’s true. 

Mr. Cuenowera. That’s all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asprnautu. Mr. Bryant, in your statement you referred to the 
water to be found in the conservation pool. Now, is that water to be 
used for municipal purposes, or for irrigation purposes, or for both? 

Mr. Bryant. It will be used for both, Mr. Chairman. It is de- 
signed both for irrigation and municipal. 

Mr. Aspinatu. Under the law of Texas is there an establishment 
of priorities of use so that municipal water users have a priority ahead 
of those for irrigation? 

Mr. Bryant. Yes, sir. The first priority under the Texas law is 
for municipal use, 

Mr. AspinaAuu. In the contract, which will be necessary to sign, 
the irrigators must agree to make certain repayments for irrigation. 
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Is there any chance that their ability to repay in accordance with the 
terms of the prospective contract will be jeopardized by the priority 
which will go to the city for the use of water in the conservation pool? 

Mr. Bryant. No, sir. There will not be a chance of jeopardizing 
their interests because, at a later time—I believe that will be covered 
by Mr. Jennings, or Mr. Burleigh, the city will have to commit itself 
to pick up those payments if the farmers are without water. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Mr. McFarland, do you have any questions? 

Mr. McFaruanp. If I may, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Bryant, the or- 

anization of the San Angelo Water Supply Corp., is that intended to 
“ the organization that contracts with the Federal Government both 
for the municipal supply and for the irrigation supply? 

Mr. Bryant. It is unless there’s some objections to the supply 
corporation among the irrigators themselves. The workmanship of 
the project is flexible enough that they may, if they so desire, make 
their own contracts with the Federal Government after they have 
created their district and have done all those things necessary. 

Mr. McFaruanp. Is this organization formed pursuant to State 
law? 

Mr. Bryant. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McFartanp. And has authority to contract with the Federal 
Government? 

Mr. Bryant. Yes sir, it’s been approved by the Secretary of the 
Interior as such, and is approved by the Governor, and the board of 
water engineers as such, and it is in accordance with State laws. 

Mr. McFaruanp. Does it have authority to levy assessments 
against real property? 

Mr. Bryant. No sir, it doesn’t have that authority. 

Mr. Asprnatut. Do I understand that the law of Texas does not 
provide such a district could levy some payment for this sort of a 
project? 

Mr. Bryant. That is true. As an example the Upper Colorado 
River Authority does not have taxing power. This supply corpora- 
tion with the city of San Angelo agrees to pay X number of dollars 
per year until this deal is paid out, and that is the life of this supply 
corporation. It is designed to do one job. 

Mr. McFaruanp. Mr. Chairman, I have one other question: the 
statement indicated that the board of engineers found this project to 
be feasible, as I understand it, without jeopardizing downstream 
owners; is that right? 

Mr. Bryant. That is right; yes sir. 

Mr. McFaruanp. And would the exercise of the downstream rights 
jeopardize the project in any way; in other words, is there a possibility 
that by complying with the downstream rights that the reservoirs 
may not fill and the project may not serve the purpose intended? 

Mr. Bryant. It will serve the purpose intended and will not jeop- 
ardize the rights of the downstream owners. 

Mr. McFartanp. In other words, the streamflow indicates—the 
records of streamflow indicate you can hold the necessary water to 
serve project purposes and still meet the downstream needs? 

Mr. Bryant. Yes sir, that is entirely correct. 

Mr. McFartanp. I believe that is all. 

Mr. Asprnauy. Are there any additional questions by any member 
of the committee? Thank you very much, Mr. Bryant. 

85547—57——3 
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Mr. Bryant. Thank you gentlemen. 

Mr. AspINALL. The next witness will be a witness for the Bureau 
of Reclamation, Mr. Robert Jennings, regional director, accompanied 
by Mr. Harry Burleigh. What is Mr. Burleigh’s official position? 

Mr. Jennincs. Mr. Burleigh is area planning engineer for the State 
of Texas. I have prepared a presentation of the project which I 
would like to read, and I will be very happy to try to answer any 
questions you care to ask; the ones I can’t answer I am sure that Mr. 
Burleigh can answer. 

(Mr. Jennings’ statement is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF RopeEerRT W. JENNINGS, REGIONAL DirEctToR, Recion 5, BuREAU 
OF RECLAMATION ON SAN ANGELO PrRoJEcT at SAN ANGELO, TEX., ON NOVEM- 
BER 10, 1956 

INTRODUCTION 


I am Robert W. Jennings, regional director of region 5 of the Bureau of Recla- 
mation with offices in Amarillo, Tex. I would like to discuss briefly the Bureau’s 
findings in connection with the San Angelo project. 


LOCATION 


‘The San Angelo project is located here in Tom Green County on the Concho 
River which is a tributary to the Colorado River of Texas. 


PROBLEMS AND NEEDS OF SAN ANGELO AREA 


The primary problem of the San Angelo area is the hazard and economic limita- 
tion which result from the occurrence of long periods of rainfall deficiency and 
occasional damaging floods. The city of San Angelo, with its expanding popula- 
tion requires additional water supplies for municipal use. The flood plain of the 
Concho River, which includes a part of the city of San Angelo, is in need of addi- 
tional flood-control regulation to eliminate the hazard of flooding from the South 
Concho River. Irrigation development of the arable lands adjoining San Angelo is 
needed to assist in the stabilization of agricultural production in the area. Devel- 
opment of additional recreation and fish and wildlife potentials is desirable to 
satisfv the needs of the surrounding region. 

Streamflow is the only important source of usable water in this area. The total 
quantity of rainfall and resulting streamflow when averaged over a period of years, 
is fairly large. Distribution from month to month and year to year, however, is 
very erratic, with extended periods of little or no runoff interrupted by brief but 
devastating flash floods. Thus, the major need here at San Angelo is to eonvert 
available streamflows from a constant menace to a reliable asset in the form of a 
dependable water supply which will permit optimum realization of the economic 
potential of the area. 

The estimated future municipal and industrial water requirement for San 
Angelo is 29,000 acre-feet per year based on known resources available to the 
area and the projected increase in population. 

Irrigation has been practiced in this area on a limited scale for many years from 
unregulated streamflow and minor ground water sources, This irrigation has 
established the relative returns of dryland and irrigated farming and has resulted 
in a desire on the part of both the farmers and business interests of San Angelo 
for development of the optimum amount of irrigation practicable within the 
limits of available water supply. 


PROJECT PLAN 


The proposed project features consist of the multipurpose Twin Buttes Dam 
and Reservoir on South Concho River, irrigation headworks in the existing 
Nasworthy Reservoir, and a 13-mile main canal, laterals, and miscellaneous 
structures to deliver irrigation water to 10,000 acres of excellent land. 

Twin Buttes Dam would span both the Middle and South Concho Rivers just 
upstream from Lake Nasworthy and the municipal airport, Mathis Field. The 
dam would be a compacted earthfill 7.7 miles long with a maximum height above 
streambed of 120 feet. The service spillway on the left abutment would have a 





SAN ANGELO PROJECT, TEXAS 15 





capacity of 559,000 cubic feet per second, and the emergency spillway on the 
right abutment would have a capacity of 51,000 cubie feet per second. 

The reservoir would control the flows of the Middle and South Concho Rivers 
and Spring and Dove Creeks. The maximum capacity would be 810,000 acre-feet 
allocated as follows: 


Acre-feet 
Cerna OEE TD) ie | OI OEE OU eT oy. 2 ee ee 150, 000 
rnenennenni 45503 > Rr otha) GND 8 SS A Oe Sie hee le 430, 000 
Ne ee nt te nak, Ole fees oe oe 214, 000 
NI IN enn a Ss eS ee de eee Oe SET LOkE Ie te 16, 000 


All releases from Twin Buttes reservoir would be made into Lake Nasworthy. 
From here, municipal water would be released into the South Concho River for 
river transport to the diversion point of the city water system near the confluence 
of the two Conchos in San Angelo. 

Irrigation diversions would be made through headworks to be constructed 
in the right abutment of Nasworthy Dam. The main canal would have a capacity 
of 150 cubic feet per second and be concrete lined for its entire length of 13 miles. 
Laterals, distribution structures, and drainage works would be included to provide 
a complete irrigation system for the project lands. 

Twin Buttes Dam and Reservoir, when integrated with the operation of the 
existing Lake Nasworthy and San Angelo Reservoirs, would result in optimum 
development of available water resources of the Concho River Basin above San 
Angelo. The provision of 430,000 acre-feet of flood control capacity in Twin 
Buttes Reservoir, when coupled with the San Angelo Reservoir, will provide 
complete flood protection for the city and downstream interests. 

Greatly increased recreational and fish and wildlife opportunities of consider able 
regional importance would be provided through increase in reservoir areas and 
creation of more stable streamflows downstream from San Angelo and Nasworthy 
Reservoirs. 

The integrated operation of the Twin Buttes, San Angelo, and Nasworthy Reser- 
voirs would provide the city a firm water supply of 29,000 acre-feet per year for 
municipal and industrial uses, thus meeting the estimated demands through 
the year 2010; provide a water supply for the irrigation of 10,000 acres of land now 
dry farmed; complete the flood control program for the city of San Angelo and 
downstream interests on the Concho River; and provide additional fish and wild- 
jife and recreational opportunities for the region surrounding San Angelo, 


PROJECT COSTS 


Estimated total project costs at October 1955 prices are $29,961,000 divided 
among the various features as follows: 


‘; Win. Eien: De ae Maperveie. oe oo ec l $27, 817, 000 
ae an chicks wee 2, 084, 000 
III Nn ee ee et a aiken eae 60, 000 

MAD OS JO IU CEOS 4 5p Na Cul enh eth a eka 29, 961, 000 


In addition, the plan proposes the expenditure of $222,000 of non-Federal 
funds for accessory recreational facilities, 


COST ALLOCATIONS 


The project costs have been tentatively allocated using the separable-cost- 
remaining benefit method on two bases as follows: 











Without allo- 
cation to fish 
and wildlife 


With nonreim- 
bursable allo- 
cation to fish 
and wildlife | 














I EE CUS oc ctinniawadgucdnnnnahogWasensdecuesscncagegicns | $6, 134, 000 | $7, 535, 000 
IAAL naked ieguhekitiah«tinuekwapbbitinniusheiuabhdbetecduatoeees 9, 854, 000 11, 635, 000 
eh b SL id LL cl ldewc ddektbilnawinee’abaeln hi acceeianinhi Slade 10, 475, 000 10, 731, 000 
a oa nidin acc x cddiryaodhicandheee mama ah win atehaiadaihies 3, 438, 000 0 
60, 000 | 60, 000 
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On this basis, the reimbursable costs would be $15,988,000 with the allocation 
to fish and wildlife and $19,170,000 without the allocation to fish and wildlife. 


REPAYMENT 


Studies indicate that the irrigators would be able to pay $10 per acre per year 
toward repayment of reimbursable costs allocated to irrigation in addition to 
irrigation operation and maintenance costs. On the basis of a 5-year development 
and a 40-year repayment period, the irrigators could repay $4 million. This 
amount would repay the total cost of the irrigation system and a portion of the 
costs of Twin Buttes Dam and Reservoir allocated to irrigation. Municipal 
interests have indicated a willingness to repay the costs allocated to irrigation 
that are in excess of the irrigators’ repayment ability. 

The costs allocated to municipal and industrial water would be repaid over a 
40-year period with interest. 


BENEFIT-COST RATIO 


The benefit-cost ratio has been calculated on the basis of both a 50-year and a 
100-year period of analysis for both direct and total benefits as follows: 


| 50 years | 100 years 





Total benefits. - - 
Direct benefits only 





OPERATION, MAINTENANCE, AND ADMINISTRATION 


The plan contemplates that the local interests will assume responsibility for 
operation, maintenance, and administration of the project at the earliest practi- 
cable date after construction has been completed. 


CONCLUSION 

The water supplies which would be provided by the project through integration 
of its operation with existing water-supply facilities are urgently needed. The 
project is strongly supported by local interests. It is engineeringly and financially 
feasible and would provide the optimum development of water resources available 
to the area. 

I thank you for this opportunity to briefly summarize the findings of the Bureau 
of Reclamation concerning this project. Mr. Harry P. Burleigh of our Austin 
office and I will be glad to furnish additional details if you so desire. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Mr. Jennings, as I understand the proposed opera- 
tion, the reservoir will provide for 430,000 acre-feet of flood control, 
the water which can be caught during a wet season, or flash floods, and 
will be released downstream immediately after the flood control, or 
possibility of flood control damage is over; is that correct? 

Mr. Jennines. At a rate of discharge which the lower channel can 
carry the water away without doing damage. 

Mr. AspInautu. In addition to that, it will provide for 150,000 
acre-feet of what is known as a conservation pool; is that correct? 

Mr. JENNINGS. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Asptnauu. From that conservation pool you will receive your 
uses for municipal water, irrigation water, and for fish and wildlife 
and recreation, providing you make any provisions for fish and wild- 
life improvement; is that correct? 

Mr. JENNINGS. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Why is there any question in the mind of the Bureau 
about adding this benefit to this project? 

Mr. Jenninas. There is no question in our minds, sir, and I be- 
live the last information I had from the Department was that they 
supported such an allocation to fish and wildlife, sir. 
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Mr. AsPinALL. Was there some question at the beginning as to 
whether or not the Department of Interior would support such a 
request? 

Mr. Jenninos. There never has been a clear determination, to the 
best of my knowledge, sir. 

Mr. AspIna.tu. I don’t know of any other proposal where we have 
had the alternative offered to us before, and I can’t understand why 
you had placed both proposals in your report? 

Mr. Jennines. We have been doing that for approximately a year 
and a half, sir. 

Mr. Aspinauu. This is the first report to come to our committee 
with that provision, is that correct, so far as you know? 

Mr. Jenninos. So far as I know; yes, sir. 

Mr. Asprnauu. In your statement you state that you have release 
facilities which will provide that you can spill 559,000 cubic feet of 
water per second of time, providing the reservoir is filled; is that 
correct? 

Mr. JENNINGS. Yes, sir. 

Mr. AsprnaLu. And then, over on the other side, there’s the right 
abutment which has a capacity of 51,000 cubic feet per second of time, 
which makes 610,000 cubic feet per second per time that can be spilled? 

Mr. JENNINGS. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Let me ask you this question, will the riverbed and 
the facilities below the dam handle that much water? 

Mr. Jennincs. No, sir. If we should receive a flood like that it 
would undoubtedly do tremendous damage. 

Mr. Aspinatu. What is the history of the river as far as the pos- 
sibility of receiving waters to the amount of 580,000 acre-feet of water 
plus that amount of water to be discharged when the reservoir is filled? 

Mr. JenniNGS. Well, if you will notice, sir, we have also 214,000 
acre-feet of surcharge capacity in the reservoir and we would prevent 
any flood by catching water in that capacity in addition to what we 
provide for flood control; but the designed flood that was worked out 
for this particular structure had a volume of 1,270,000 acre-feet with 
a peak discharge of 800,000 second-feet. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Has there ever been a flash flood or flood in this 
area that produced that much water? 

Mr. Jennincs. That was based [indicating] Harry, do you have 
the information on the particular storm this was based on? 

Mr. BurueicH. Based on the storm at Belton; I have forgotten the 
exact year. That type of storm has not occcurred out here. 

Mr. Jennines. Also, it was influenced by the storm that we had 
on the Pecos River drainage just over the divide in 1952, and did such 
a tremendous amount of damage. I think they got about 24 inches 
of rainfall in less than a 24-hour period. 

Mr. Asprnatut. What does the history of the river show as far as 
the length of time necessary to fill the reservoir to flood control capac- 
ity; do you have such a history? 

Mr. JENNINGS. We have a history of some 35 floods that have 
occurred on the river, sir, and there has been no flood that has any- 
where approached this figure we are designing for. 

Mr. AspinaLu. How long do your studies show that it will take 
to fill the reservoir to the conservation pool limits? 

Mr. JENNINGS. Well, sir, that would depend entirely on what 
kind of storm we had. 
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Mr. Asprnauu. I understand that, but I just wondered how long 
you figured it would take to get that much water in there so that it 
could be beneficial for municipal and irrigation uses? 

Mr. JenninGs. Possibly I can give you that. The records on the 
streams at the site of the Twin Buttes Reservoir show that in 1952 we 
had a minimum total flow of 9,300 acre-feet; that was the total flow 
in 1952. The maximum recorded flow was in 1936 in which the yield 
of these streams was 487,700 acre-feet. The average has been 
83,400 acre-feet. We would estimate, if we had average conditions, 
it would take approximately 2 years. If there were drought condi- 
tions where we had a combination of years like in 1952, it would take 
some time. 

Mr. AspinaLL. How many acre-feet of water does it take to irrigate 
an acre of land in this area, effectively? 

Mr. Jennines. The consumptive use required on lands here has 
been estimated at 2% acre-feet, sir, and the diversion requirement at 
1.9 acre-feet per acre. 

Mr. Asprnautu. Do the lands that are to be irrigated under this 
project have any water at the present time; are there irrigated lands? 

Mr. JenninGs. There has been some irrigation by pumping and 
there’s some little irrigation from the stream itself. Mr. Burleigh 
may have some information. 

Mr. Buruerau. There has been some irrigation from ground water. 
The overall ground water supply is extremely acute. It is now 
virtually exhausted. 

Mr. AsPINALL. It is contemplated that you will use approximately 
25,000 acre-feet of water per year for irrigation purposes when the 
project is finished, is that correct? 

Mr. Buruereu. The irrigation requirement, the total water require- 
ment, consumptive use, is about 2% acre-feet per year. The effective 
annual precipitation is about 1% and the average annual irrigation 
requirement is about 1.0. 

Mr. Asprnauu. For this service the land is to be charged with an 
approximate cost of $1,000 an acre, is that correct, on this project? 

Mr. Jennines. That would be the allocated cost; ; yes, sir. 

Mr. Aspinauu. The irrigators are to pay $450 per acre? 

Mr. JENNINGS. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Asprnatu. And the $550 per acre is to be charged to the 
municipal users, is that correct? 

Mr. JenNINGS. Yes sir. 

Mr. AspinaLu. I might say at this time that we had some opposi- 
tion from some Members of Congress in Texas to some projects during 
this last session of Congress where the charge per acre of land was 
less than it is in this particular case. I think I am right, am I not, 
Dr. Miller? I am wondering if all of the congressional delegation 
from Texas will support this project? I am not stating the position 
of the committee, because the committee is not minded that way. 
I think that is all, Dr. Miller. 

Mr. Miter. I wanted to go back—do you know how much land 
is being irrigated now; do you know the exact number of acres; has a 
study been made? 

Mr. Burueren. I do not know the exact acreage, Doctor, Congress- 
man Miller, but it is very small. My estimate is in the grand total 
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of about a thousand acres, and that is declining because of the exhaus- 
tion of the small body of ground water. 

Mr. Miter. Is there any stream flow now going by where they 
can use water? 

Mr. Burveian. No regulated flow; no, sir. 

Mr. Miuuier. What priority do they have, the irrigators, upon the 
water, riparian rights of water; what rights do they have now that 
are a matter of record? 

Mr. BurueicH. Within the area of our project, along there, a very 
few; there are a few, I believe 8 or 10. Below there there are additional 
riparian rights, as ex-Mayor Bryant explained, that must be recognized 
and honored. 

Mr. Miuuer. Do you know how much those rights amount to, how 
many acre-feet? 

Mr. Burueiex. I would estimate perhaps seven or eight hundred 
acres, not seven or eight hundred acre-feet. 

Mr. Miuier. Would they, then, be charged under this project for 
water also, or would they still keep their nghts, riparian rights, and 
not necessarily come under the irrigation? 

Mr. Burueicu. As the matter stands, Congressman Miller, they 
are not expected to pay any. That could be worked out to the point 
where they could pay, because their water supply has been formed 
into a company. 

Mr. Miuuier. Has an irrigation district been formed under the State 
law? 

Mr. Burteicu. They are now in the process. Under Texas law 
there are what we call water conservation and improvement districts. 
They are in the process of being formed. 

Mr. Miuuer. Is that district one which would include all water 
users? 

Mr. Buruerex. No. 

Mr. Mitier. How many irrigators will be under this 10,000 acres? 

Mr. Burueien. About 100; 99,101, along in there. 

Mr. Miter. They recognize the 160-acre limitation? 

Mr. Buruteieu. More than that, Congressman Miller, because of 
the paucity of the water supply, of their own volition they have 
restricted themselves down to 80 or 90 acres per user; gone far below 
the requirements of the 160 acres law. 

Mr. Miter. I notice in the statement of Mr. Jennings this— 
Municipal interests have indicated a willingness to repay the costs allocated to 
irrigation that are in excess of the irrigators repayment ability. 

Have you estimated how long that might be? 

Mr. JenninGs. Yes sir; we have worked out repayment schedules 
on that. I might add at this point, Mr. Congressman, our report 
was prepared on the basis of a 50-year repayment period. The report 
was reviewed by the local people and in order to make it more inviting 
they have voluntarily agreed to make all those payments within a 
40 year period, in accordance with existing reclamation law. 

Mr. AsprnaLu. But not existing reclamation procedures? 

Mr. Jennines. Yes sir. As far as repayment period is concerned, 
is what I meant. 
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Mr. Mur. I notice in the report of the other body, Calendar No. 
2651, Report No. 2608, in the Senate, on page 3, they have this 
statement — 

The Corps of Engineers estimates that the local interests should make a con- 
tribution of $350,000 toward the cost of the project construction costs. Appro- 
priate arrangements should be made by the contracting organizations to make 
the payment to the Federal Treasury in cash or through the donation of the 
equivalent value in land right-of-way or other tangible method. 

That wasn’t in a part of your statement? 

Mr. Jenninos. No sir. It is in our report, however, and that is 
for land enhancement values the Army engineers found on flood con- 
trol; and that has been called to the attention of the local people, and 
I am quite certain they are agreeable to meeting that requirement. 

Mr. Miuurr. The report also states on page 3— 

The project would divert an average of 1.9 acre-feet during the irrigation 
season and provide an average 1 acre-foot additional for the production of crops. 
Does that fit in with your understanding as to how much water will 
be needed for irrigation? 

Mr. JENNINGS. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mruuer. I think that’s all. 

Mr. Asprnatt. The gentleman from Texas, Mr. Rutherford. 

Mr. RurHerrorD. What would the municipal cost run for water? 

Mr. Jennincs. The cost in our report, sir, that is, of the entire 
integrated operation of these 3 reservoirs would run about 4.14 per 
thousand gallons. That is not from just the works that we would 
construct, but from the entire integrated operation of these 3 
structures. It would be rather difficult to determine what the incre- 
mental cost of water coming from just the 1 structure would be, 
because it is an overall coordinated operation. Based on certain as- 
sumptions, as we see it, this cost would be about 9.5, as shown in our 
report. 

Mr. Aspinauu. Let the record show that he is talking about cents. 

Mr. JENNINGS. 4.14 cents per thousand gallons with an incremental 
cost of 9.5 cents. Reducing that down to a 40-year repayment pe- 
riod, as the legislation envisages, it would be approximately 5.3 cents 
per thousand gallons total yield, and an incremental cost of approxi- 
mately 11.04 cents. 

Mr. Ruruerrorp. Would that be effecting assumption of irrigation 
cost—would that be effected, according to the increase, by the munic- 
ipal supply taking up the check for irrigation? 

Mr. Jenninas. Yes sir; that would include the total repayment of 
the cost allocated. 

Mr. RurHerrorp. 11.04? 

Mr. JENNINGS. Yes sir. 

Mr. Mruuer. May I ask one more question? 

Mr. Ruruerrorp. Yes sir; I yield. 

Mr. Miuurer. The area of the Twin Butte Reservoir site seems 
rather large. Did you state in your preliminary statement how many 
acres it covered? 

Mr. Jenninas. No; we stated the length of the dam, as I recall. 
I can get that for you now, sir. 

Mr. Miter. It is not necessary. The question I was coming to 
was about the evaporation of the water; you have taken that into 
consideration? 
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Mr. Jennrn@s. Yes sir. 

Mr. Buruereu. It is regrettably high. 

Mr. Mituer. How high is the evaporation? 

Mr. JenninGs. The average annual evaporation will be about 32,000 
acre-feet. 

Mr. Miturr. About 32,000 acre-feet? 

Mr. Jennincs. I beg your pardon; with the entire integrated 
system, about 45,000. “ot the Twin Buttes Reservoir alone, I think 
it is 29,000. I will check that in a minute. 

Mr. AspINALu, So that your statement is in regard to that 45,000, 
did you say? 

Mr. JenninGs. 45,000 acre-feet, average annual. 

Mr. Asprnatt. Which is taken from what is known as the con- 
servation pool? 

Mr. Jenninas. From the average level of the reservoir in the three 
reservoirs, as.they would be operated. 

Mr. AspInALL. Which would be the conservation pool? 

Mr. Jennines. Yes sir, by and large [indicating]. Did you still 
want that figure for the one reservoir? 

Mr. Miuuzr. It is not necessary. That seems rather high when 
you consider how much water runs into the reservoir. 

Mr. Bureau. Yes sir; very high. 

Mr. Mituer. What is the relationship when the reservoirs are 
filled; I believe you said the average run in the reservoir is about 
80,000 acre-feet? 

Mr. Jenninos. That was at Twin Buttes. 

Mr. Mituer. What is it for all three of them, the average run, 
yearly? Can you present that for the record? 

Mr. Jennincs. We can present that later. 

Mr. BurveiGcH. 132,800 acre-feet. 

Mr. Miturr. The other question was, what would be the life of 
these reservoirs, considering the flash floods and the sediment and run- 
off it would carry with them? Has that been considered? 

Mr. JenntNnGs. Yes sir; in this case we have a fairly good check on 
our assumptions with regard to siltation because you have Nasworthy 
reservoir which has been on the stream for a number of years. The 
stream is not a tremendous silt carrier. We have allowed 16,000 acre- 
feet for silt deposition, and we have checked our assumptions against 
the actual deposit of siltin Nasworthy. They will lose something like 
100 acre-feet annually due to siltation. 

Mr. Miter. That’s all. 

Mr. AspInaLu. The gentleman from Colorado, Mr. Chenoweth. 

Mr. CHENOWETH. I would like to inquire about the 10,000 acres. 
Is this land being farmed now? 

Mr. JenninGs. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. Without irrigation? 

Mr. Jennines. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cuenowetnu. There has never been any irrigation? 

Mr. Jennin@s. As to that, I couldn’t say. 

Mr. Burterex. Only the small amount of well irrigation I described. 

Mr. CuzenowetH. What do they raise on the 10,000 acres now? 

Mr. Burueien. Row crops: cotton, maizes. 
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Mr. Cuenowetu. What would you raise if you had this project? 

Mr. BuruereH. More row crops, more cattle feeds, and we are 
hoping to devote some of that land to produce for the town; the 
present crops, just higher production. 

Mr. CuenowetH. The amount charged to irrigation appears to be 
high for the benefits you are going to get. With normal precipitation 
they wouldn’t need this project, would they, in an average or normal 

ear’ 
: Mr. JenninGs. The average year is about 20 inches. The rainfall 
distribution is not too good, sir, and I think the local people are pretty 
well sold on irrigating. 

Mr. Miuuzr. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Cupnowetu. I yield. 

Mr. Miter. What is the closest irrigated project now, closest area 
where irrigation is practiced, to San Angelo? 

Mr. Burueieu. The Carlsbad project in New Mexico. 

Mr. RutHerForD. In Reeves County? 

Mr. JenninGs. Yes, sir; on the Red Bluff project at Pecos. 

Mr. Ruruerrorp. The northern part of Pecos County. 

Mr. Burueier. How far is it out there? 

Mr. RutHerrorp. 175 miles. 

Mr. Miuuer. There is no irrigation being practiced within an area 
of 275 miles? 

Mr. Rutuerrorp. 175. 

Mr. JENNINGS. 175, and then we have a small project, the Brown- 
wood project northeast of here, about 60 miles. 

Mr. Miter. Essentially you are not reclaiming arid land; just 
providing supplemental water for land now being farmed; is that the 
purpose of this project? 

Mr. Jenninos. That is true. 

Mr. Mituer. It is more a municipal water project, is what you 
need it for, and flood control? 

Mr. JENNINGS. We have considered the full development of the 
water supply at this point. 

Mr. Mituer. Is the greatest demand coming from the irrigators or 
the city of San Angelo, for flood control? 

Mr. Jenntnes. More of the water goes to the land than to the city. 

Mr. Miter. Is the principal demand coming from these land- 
owners, or coming from the city of San Angelo? 

Mr. Burueieu. The irrigators will testify for themselves. They 
very definitely want this water to acquit the problems of the drought. 

Mr. Miter. Irrigation, standing alone, would not justify this 
project? 

Mr. Burueraen. No, sir. 

Mr. Miter. You raise cotton on this irrigated land? 

Mr. Burteraen. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mititer. You would raise more cotton than before if you 
irrigated? 

Mr. Burteraen. Yes, sir; correct. 

Mr. Miuier. The mood of the other body we work with—Senator 
Anderson has been putting an amendment on all new wrigation 
projects. You don’t raise crops supported by Government support; 
would they raise something else beside cotton? 

Mr. Burueren. Yes, sir; cattle feeds. 
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Mr. Mixer. You think they might run into a problem there? 

Mr. Burueiex. Opposition? I think they did that on the upper 
Colorado. 

Mr. Aspinatu. The gentleman is correct. 

Mr. Mixer. And several other projects, which makes it difficult 
sometimes. That’s all. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Unless there is objection we will let our colleague, 
Mr. Fisher, ask any questions he desires. 

Mr. Fisuer. That’s quite all right, go ahead. Thank you. 

Mr. Aspinatu. Do you have any questions, Mr. McFarland? 

Mr. McFartanp. Yes, sir, I would like to ask Mr. Burleigh about 
the downstream water rights to which Dr. Miller referred, and in the 
light of this statement in this report—— 

Mr. Burueiex. Could I have the page of that please? 

Mr. McFaruanp. Page 7 of the regional director’s proposed report. 
You discuss the prior downstream rights, and then you have this 
statement: 

Exhaustive search and further investigations might lead to a conclusion that 
the risk of proceeding on the basis of permit junior in part to those of the authority 
would be of only a minor nature. However, the best procedure would be to 
obtain an agreement with the authority for subordination of whatever rights it 
might in the future claim or assert under its present permits to the extent needed 
to assure filling of the conservation storage space of the project reservoir. 

Mr. Buruereu. That statement is in there for this purpose; far 
downstream a great segment of the Colorado River, of which our 
Concho River is a tributary, a great segment of that river comes 
under the jurisdiction of the Lower Colorado River Authority created 
in the early thirties as an entity of the State, and charged with the 
responsibility of the development of the river in the interests of the 
State on all the lower end of the basin. At the time of the establish- 
ment, or shortly thereafter, the Lower Colorado River Authority filed 
a blanket appropriation in the name of irrigation for all unappropriated 
waters of the basin, and our solicitors have asked we seek, to justify 
the allocation of this project that we seek an agreement of subordina- 
tion from the Lower Colorado River Authority that will by resolution 
of that director guarantee this upper project water that, under State 
law, they have filed upon but have never exercised its rights. We are 
now in the process of obtaining that agreement of subordination you 
just read from the report there. 

Mr. McFartanp. Is there an indication it will be forthcoming? 

Mr. Buruereu. It will be forthcoming; it will be available. 

Mr. McFaruanp. Just one other question, as I understand it, the 
operation of this project will be coordinated with existing San Angelo 
Reservoir presently being operated by the Corps of Engineers, is that 
correct? 

Mr. Burueienu. By the local people. 

Mr. Jenninos. The actual physical operation is by the Corps of 
Engineers, yes. 

Mr. Burueiex. The coordination is complete, yes. 

Mr. McFaruanp. The coordination—would there be any difficulty, 
any problems involved in the coordination of all these features? 

Mr. Burteicu. No, Mr. McFarland, the operations studies are 
to demonstrate the optimum recoverable water supply from an inte- 
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esse operation. Thathasbeendone. Thereis no problem involved 
rom here on in to acquire that optimum water supply. 

Mr. AsprinaLu. Are there any further questions? Thank you very 
much, gentlemen. You will hold yourselves in readiness to be in 
Washington if there are any further questions. The next witness is 
Mr. Carr Forrest who will testify on municipal water supply and 
flood control. 

Mr. Forrest. Mr. Chairman, and members, I am T. C. Forrest, Jr., 
of the firm of Forrest & Cotton, consulting engineers, Dallas, Tex. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Do you have a prepared statement, Mr. Forrest? 

Mr. Forrest. No, sir. I have been asked to appear before this 
committee and make statements as to the needs for this project. 
It has been obvious from the testimony that has been presented 
thus far that there are three categories, that is, irrigation, flood control, 
and municipal water supply. I know of my own knowledge of the 
efforts that have been put forth in this community in regard to all 
of these matters. Its been rather interesting, and I am not philoso- 
phizing here to say that the efforts have been by individuals, by 
committees, by corporations—private corporations, and by political 
subdivisions of the State, and Federal Government to help solve some 
of these needs. The first joint effort was by the Corps of Engineers 
and the Upper Colorado River Authority and the city of San Angelo 
in construction of this reservoir. 

Mr. Asprnati. May I interrupt? Was that effort made by the 
Federal agency coming in and offering its services without request or 
was it made at the request of the local citizens? 

Mr. Forrest. I will have to refer the answer to that to someone 
locally here. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Let me ask you this, as far as your knowledge is 
concerned how about the irrigator’s position; was the request made 
by the irrigators to have the Bureau of Reclamation come in here, or 
did they come in voluntarily, of their own accord? 

Mr. Forrest. I can’t answer that. 

Mr. AsPINALL. Just a minute—before you refer to the map, will 
you identify the map for the record? 

Mr. Forrest. The map is prepared by the United States Depart- 
ment of Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, and bears the title, ‘San 
Angelo Project, Texas’; dated June 21, 1956. 

Mr. AsprnatuL, Thank you. 

Mr. Forrest. The project that I refer to is a joint flood control and 
conservation project on the north Concho River. Now, this is the 
first occasion that I have observed where all of the interests are pooling 
their efforts to try to develop a joint project that will serve all of the 
interests that have been active over the past year. As you will ob- 
serve on the map shown in yellow, is the Lippan Flat area that is sup- 
posed to be irrigated. There’s about 10,000 acres in there that this 
project will serve, as I understand it; and I can’t think of anything 
that is more badly needed in this community; that will be something 
to stabilize the ups and downs that come to this area through periodic 
wet and dry cycles. I think there’s plenty of evidence of that by 
these so-called puny efforts that have been put forth by individuals 
who are getting some irrigation water from wells, some from small 
channel dams along the river and the tributaries of the Concho; and 
I think that will be one of the greatest things that can be done in this 
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area to help stabilize the economy. As to flood control, we are all 
familiar with the situation and as exemplified on the map, where the 
town got its start at the forks of the river. Many of them in the 
United States have done that. Why? I guess it was convenient to 
wood and water, but floods don’t run them out, strange to say. The 
towns grow, and when they do, of course, that creates a more diffi- 
cult situation. Flood control on the North Concho has been very 
effectively brought about through the construction of the San Angelo 
Reservoir. But here we have a situation on the South Concho that 
is shaped just like a fan. They have the Middle Concho, and Spring 
Creek, and South Concho, where if you have storm in this area it hits 
all three of them, and they converge right in the heart of the city, so 
to speak, or just outside, and come down through the town itself, a: 
well as the valleys of the stream. So our flood danger is greater a: 
the town grows, without control. 

Furthermore, without this control here you are going to have back- 
water damage coming back through here, all of w hich is in the heart of 
the city; and for that reason I think the project has considerable merit. 
I think the project is, the preliminary report on it is very conservative 
as designed, as probably should be, and that it will do a tremendous 
amount of good, not only from the standpoint of preventing the 
occurrence of floodwater, and everything that goes with the damage 
of a flood, but will prevent electric power outage. Then, the other 
thing is that by reason of the shape of this drainage area we have a high 
concentration, for a short time, only about 18 hours, from the time 
the storm begins until the peak hits the city. There is not time to 
move one’s personal belongings, away from the flood hazard. Now, 
the third need, of course, has been brought out by municipal w ater 
supply. The city is interested, owns Lake Nasworthy and has a 
contractual arrangement with the Upper Colorado River Authority 
for the use of the conservation pool in the San Angelo Reservoir. 
Those 2 pools will yield about 16 million gallons a day to the city of 
San Angelo, and according to our judgment the city will require 
16 million gallons a day by 1968. We think it is time that towns 
must project their thinking on water supply beyond the usual 20- or 
30-year period as we have used in the past. I think this town needs 
a 30 million gallon a day water supply. We think it will require at 
least 24 million by 1980, and that is the purpose of the conservation 
pool in this reservoir, for municipal supply as well as for irrigation. 
Multipurpose reservoirs, gentlemen, are coming into vogue now more 
than ever before. 

Mr. AspinaLu. I doubt the need to advise the committee about 
that. 

Mr. Forrest. I am sure you are well aware of it. So many times 
in the past we have not gotte n the full economic benefits of dam sites. 
It is tragic, but just the limitations of governmental agencies and 
political subdivisions has caused that; but anyone dealing with this 
work, such as this committee, is conscious of the fact reservoir sites 
as good economical sites are scarce, and getting more so; and we need 
to develop the full potential from each and everyone that we can. 
Mr. Chairman, I have held my remarks very brief, and have used 8 
minutes. 
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Mr. AsprinaLtu. You have done very well. Would you advise the 
committee as to damage you had on the South Concho River since the 
construction of the Nasworthy Reservoir? 

Mr. Forrest. Yes, sir; they had a very serious flood in 1936. 

Mr. Fisuer. He is referring to since the North Concho was finished. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Yes. Since the North Concho project was finished 
have you had any serious damage from floods on the South Concho? 

Mr. Forrest. Not that I know of. I thought you said Lake 
Nasworthy. 

Mr. Asprnauu. I meant to take into consideration also the other 
facility; did you have any serious flood damage before the north 
project was finished and after the Nasworthy Reservoir was con- 
structed? 

Mr. Forrest. Yes, sir, 1936. 

Mr. Asprnauu. That was in 1936? 

Mr. Forrest. Mr. Williams will add to that. 

Mr. Asprnauu. We will call Mr. Williams. Thank you. Congress- 
man Miller, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Mituer. I want to ask this—the San Angelo Reservoir was 
built by the Army engineers? 

Mr. Forrest. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mitier. What contribution has the city of San Angelo made; 
what do they make to it? 

Mr. Forrest. As I recall they do not make any. They have a 
contract. The Upper Colorado Authority made a contribution to- 
ward this reservoir and then contracted with the city of San Angelo 
whereby the city of San Angelo pays the authority for the water used. 
I presume the answer is, yes, they do. 

Mr. Miuuer. Do you know how much they pay for the water they 
use out of the reservoir? 

Mr. Forrest. No sir. 

Mr. Fisuer. Would you like for Mr. Bryant to fill that in? 

Mr. Bryant. $972,000. 

Mr. Mitier. Beg your pardon? 

Mr. Bryant. $972,000 payable at $40,000 a year, without interest. 

Mr. Aspinauu. The gentleman from Texas, Mr. Rutherford. 

Mr. RutHerrorp. No question. 

Mr. AspInALL. The gentleman from Colorado. 

Mr. CHenowertu. No question. 

Mr. FisHer. May I ask a question? 

Mr. Aspinauu. Certainly. 

Mr. Fisuer. I don’t know if you can supply this, Mr. Forrest, if 
not I am sure that Mr. Burleigh can; for the information of the com- 
mittee, how does the total runoff of the North Concho project compare 
with that proposed to be handled by this project in terms of volume 
of water? 

Mr. Forrest. I can speak in generalities on that. The North 
Concho is what I would just call a droughty stream. There’s no spring- 
fed waters on the North Concho as es is on the tributaries of the 
South Concho. As far as yields, that is, as far as water uses is con- 
cerned the North Concho is not very productive. 

Mr. AspInaLu. Will the gentleman yield to a question there? 
What is the conservation, the amount of conservation in the San Angelo 
Reservoir itself? 
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Mr. Forrest. 80,400 acre-feet. 

Mr. AspINALu. It is proposed to be 150,000 acre-feet in Twin 
Buttes Reservoir? 

Mr. Forrest. That is correct. 

Mr. Fisuer. I wonder if you would point out the watershed area, 
shown in color, there on the Concho River? 

Mr. Forrest. The North Concho is shown in orange, and the 
South Concho is shown in green. 

Mr. AsprnaLL. Would the gentleman yield again? Would you 
state the area of each one of those, square-mile area of each one of 
those watersheds? 

Mr. Forrest. I don’t happen to have it. 

Mr. Fisuer. Mr. Burleigh can give it if he is here. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Will you ‘furnish that for the record? 

Mr. Forrest. I will be happy to, sir. 

(The following information was supplied by Mr. Forrest:) 

On the South Concho above the Twin Buttes site the contributing drainage 
area is 2,707 square miles. On the North Concho above the San Angelo Reservoir 
site the contributing drainage area is 1,511 square miles. 

Mr. Fisoer. Mr. Chairman, you raised a question about who 
initiated the survey made by the Bureau of Reclamation, as to whether 
they initiated it themselves. For the record I would like to say that 
on January 1, 1953, I sent a telegram to the Bureau, regional director, 
myself, asking for a conference on behalf of the city of San Angelo’s 
citizens for the purpose of going over all available data in connection 
with the preliminary survey work done in the general area of San 
Angelo, either by the Bureau of Reclamation or the Engineers. That 
included, of course, a survey which we wanted to be made in respect 
to the irrigation possibilities. 

Mr. AspInaLt. I presume I am right, am I not, that the Congress- 
man from this area, with his usual diligence, was speaking the wishes 
of his constituents? 

Mr. Fisuer. That’s right. 

Mr. AspinaLu. Thank you very much. The next witness will be 
Mr. Johnny Williams, superintendent of the San Angelo Water 
Department. 

Mr. Witutams. I have two charts I would like to submit. 

Mr. AsPpInaLu. Unless there is an objection, the chart together with 
the tabulation of figures offered by Mr. Williams will be made a part 
of the record. There being no objection it is so ordered. 

(The material is as follows:) 
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Mr. Wiuurams. My name is Johnny Williams, water superintendent 
for the city of San Angelo. I want to refer you first to the small chart, 
a broken-line chart showing water usage in the city of San Angelo. 
The record is beginning in 1941, and you will notice that there are a 
few curves, but the trend is almost a straight line until we reach 1952, 
which has a very, very sharp dip. That was during our drought 
period, and the restriction on the use of water resulted in this sharp 
dip. Immediately after the drought emergency it began recovering, 
and the solid line is the actual record of usage. The dotted line is 
the proposed or anticipated usage on through the period of 1965. We 
did not carry it further because we felt that would continue on about 
the same plane. It is interesting to note, however, that now, since 
we are in November of 1956, the usage is slightly in ‘excess of what it 
is shown by this broken-line chart. With that in mind—— 

Mr. AsPINaLL. Just a minute. How far is it extended, Mr. 
Williams? 

Mr. WiuuraMs. This extends to 1965, and according to the forecast 
of population that would continue extending in about the same 
direction. 

Mr. Aspinatu. I did not mean that; I meant for the year 1956. 
What you testified to just a minute ago is it has kept up with your 
projected separate line; is that what you meant? 

Mr. Witurams. Yes; that’s right. As of this month, through Oc- 
tober, the usage, if you will notice, sir, in 1956 it was anticipated we 
would use 3,500 million gallons of water. Through the month of 
October we have used 3,300 million. We are a little above that at 
this time. With that in mind I would like to refer you to the other 
chart that shows the—starting in 1956—anticipated water require- 
ment for the city of San Angelo, both in acre-feet and million gallons; 
the income that we will receive at 27 cents per thousand gallons of 
water used—and we have never fallen below 27 cents, and under our 
present water rate we do not anticipate falling below that income; 
and we have the operating cost for the system; the present debt 
requirements; the reserves that we are required to accumulate in 
order to support our bonds—we have included water-system improve- 
ments which will be necessary, if the city grows, which, of course, we 
anticipate that it will; and the proposed requirements for the Twin 
Buttes project. Then we show an annual surplus that our income 
would exceed, the expenditures, and an accumulated surplus. I be- 
lieve that will explain our ability to support a project of the magnitude 
of the Twin Rivers project. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Boiled down, it simply means if the water was 9 cents 
or 11 cents, or plus, a thousand gallons, that the difference between 
the cost and what the city sells the water for, at 27 cents, is the amount 
at which you arrived at these various amounts set forth on the chart? 

Mr. WituraMs. Well, yes, sir; except that I took all of the cost we 
anticipate that we have—in other words, we know we are getting 27 
cents plus per thousand gallons for the water we sell at the present 
time, and the thing we did was take all cost, operating debt, service, 
improvements of the system, all of those, and deducted them from 
the income, and it showed us a surplus. 

Mr. AspInaALu. Our consultant advises me that you sell your water 
at about $90 per acre-foot. 

Mr. WituiaMs. That’s right. 
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Mr. Asprnaui. Which is a rather high cost for municipal water. 

Mr. Wittiams. Sir, that probably, to someone in the east or some- 
one who has ample water, would be a high cost. 

Mr. AspinaLL. You might answer the question this way, that water 
is worth what people have to pay for it for municipal purposes. 

Mr. Wiuuiiams. That’s right; and this is a very favorable cost for 
this area. I might add, that of the towns in this area we have one of 
the lower rates. 

Mr. McF ari AND. You include the cost of the purchase of water 
from the sureau of around 9 cents per thousand gallons; is that correct, 
in your cost? 

Mr. WriiuiaMs. That’s on the expense item. Yes; that’s right. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Dr. Miller, do you have any questions? Mr. 
Rutherford? 

Mr. Rutruerrorp. Not at this time. 

Mr. Asprnatyu. Well, Mr. Chenoweth, then? 

Mr. Cuenowetn. No. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Thank you, Mr. Williams. Are Mr. Marshall and 
Mr. Weatherford in the room? 

Mr. Bryant. Mr. Marshall is not. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Is Frank Johnson in the room? Let the record 
show that Mr. W. B. Weatherford and Mr. Frank Johnson are appear- 
ing together on behalf of the irrigators. The Chair recognizes Mr. 
Weatherford, first, for whatever statement he wishes to make. Iden- 
tify yourselves and whom you represent. 

Mr. Wearuerrorp. I am W. B. Weatherford, representing the 
Lipan Flat farmers. We are very much interested in the project, 
and I will say this, the first time I ever met Mr. Burleigh was in his 
office at Austin. We heard something about this project brewing, 
so 4 or 5 or 6 of us farmers went down and talked to him. We are 
very much interested in it. The city, I think, voted 8 to 1 for it, and 
as far as I know we have only got 1 out there in the district that is 
against it. 

Getting back to what we can raise, we can raise anything that 
can be grown anywhere in the United States out there, if we have 
got the “water. We have 7 months growing season; of course, our 
principal crop has been cotton, grain sorghum, small grain. The 
possibilities are great there, if you give us the water. We have a 
land that is the best land in the w orld, and if we can get the water 
we can raise anything. We don’t know what we are going to raise 
until we get it. We are going to raise what will make the most 
money. Senator Anderson and I had quite an argument in Wash- 
ington. He said we would have to go to the expense of leveling 
the land. I wish you would drive out there and see; you don’t have 
to level anything. You can just turn the water on and you couldn’t 
tell me which way the water would run. It is known as Lipan Flat, 
and it isa deep black land with a caliche base. Just give us the water 
and we can raise anything. We don’t know what we are going to 
raise until we get water and get started. As to the cost of the water 
I will say this, speaking for myself; I will give $10 an acre for 1 good 
watering in the wintertime. We think the water is reasonable enough. 
The average yield on dryland cotton—that was before the drought 
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hit; we haven’t made anything in 7 years—was around a third of a 
bale to the acre. 

I will say that an average crop with water is easily a bale and a 
half to the acre. So, we feel that $10, a bale and some fraction an 
acre, will easily pay the cost and the insurance, for we know what 
we can do. I have a dairy farm out there; I had a well for 3 or 4 
years that was pumping a thousand gallons a minute, and I was mak- 
ing money. It dried up and I am having a hard time making a 
living. With water we know what that land will do, and we are real 
anxious that this thing go. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Unless there is objection, we shall listen to a state- 
ment from Mr. Johnson before questioning the witnesses, and we 
will question them together. There being no objection, it is so 
ordered. Mr. Johnson. 

Mr. Jounson. I am Frank Johnson, representing the farmers. 
I don’t know of anything to add to Mr. Weatherford’s statement 
only that we might have an overproduction of cotton in that area. 
We have been short of feed in here for I don’t know how many years, 
just as far back as I can remember. We have always had to ship 
feed in here of some kind, for there is lots of ranch area around here, 
and also they have to ship milk in here from different localities; don’t 
have enough dairy stock. I think we could raise more feed and 
supply the demand locally. I guess that’s all. 

Mr. Asprnauy. Dr. Miller, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Miutier. How many farmers would be in the irrigation district? 

Mr. Jounson. Approximately around 100. 

Mr. Miuterr. Do they own the land themselves, or are they renters? 

Mr. Jounson. Well, I would say the majority of them own their 
farms. There are quite a number of renters there. 

Mr. Mituer. Do you think they would be willing to form an irriga- 
tion district and sign repayment contracts for the water at the figures 
that you have indicated here today? 

Mr. Jonnson. I think they will be; yes, sir. 

Mr. Minxier. Would they do that if they knew they were limited 
on what they could raise, not be able to raise cotton? 

Mr. Jounson. Yes, sir; I think so, for we have had those cotton 
programs, you see, before, and they understand, you know, that we 
are going to be cut off. 

Mr. Miter. It is quite an obligation for you men to take over. 
You are rather courageous to do it. 

Mr. Jonnson. We have been trying so long and haven’t made 
anything—we are kind of desperate to get a little insurance, to raise 
something. 

Mr. Miter. Like the fellow said, water is worth what you have 
to pay for it. 

Mr. Jounson. That’s right. We had quite a bit of irrigation out 
there, you might say, along in 1945 till about 1950 or 1951; the wells 
supplied some water, but the last 3 years, you might say, they have 
hardly supplied any at all. The majority of them haven’t been even 
used. 

Mr. Miter. I think that is all. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Mr. Rutherford? 

Mr. RurHerrorp. You mentioned awhile ago, Mr. Weatherford, 
that you had a dairy farm out there. I imagine you experienced, 
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like everyone else around here in this part of the country, the problem 
of having to feed? 

Mr. WeatuHerrorpD. That’s right. 

Mr. Ruruerrorp. What has been vour experience in this area as 
related to fall crops in this area, or feeds, livestock feeds, such as that, 
wouldn’t that be a very attractive area? 

Mr. WeATHERFORD. | think it would be very attractive. I am 
speaking for myself. I have tried both and I can make more money 
out of feed than I can cotton. 

Mr. Rutruerrorp. In this section I imagine you have more of a 
demand for market on that type of crop than you possibly would on 
any other crop that you could produce in that area; is that right? 

Mr. WeatuHerrorp. That’s right; we have got a great demand here 
for roughage and hegari. It does awful well in this country. You 
can make two crops, if you want to, in every year, and we are here at 
the edge of a ranching country and have a big demand for feed. 

Mr. Rutuerrorp. That’s all. 

Mr. CHENoweETH. In seasons where you would have an ample sup- 
ply of feed in this area you would eliminate the cost of shipping 
it in? 

Mr. WearHERFORD. That’s right. 

Mr. Cuenowertn. We hope that on future roughage programs they 
won’t double the price on us. 

Mr. WearHerRForD. I hope not. 

Mr. CHENowETH. I was particularly interested because of the ex- 
tensive ranching interests in this area; I would think that feed of all 
types would be the most beneficial crops you could grow? 

Mr. WeratHERFORD. I believe it will. We can raise alfalfa here 
real well, if we got the water. 

Mr. CuenowetH. Where is most of your alfalfa coming from at 
the present time? 

Mr. WeatHERFORD. Coming from up on the plains, out of New 
Mexico. 

Mr. CHENOWETH. Some from Wyoming? 

Mr. Jounson. Yes; from as far as Wyoming. 

Mr. CHenowetx. How long have you gentlemen been farming in 
this area? 

Mr. WeatHerForD. Forty-six vears. 

Mr. CuEenowetu. Right here? 

Mr. WEATHERFORD. Yes, sir; I am forty-six vears old. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. I have heard that you start pretty young here 
in Texas. 

Mr. WEATHERFORD. He is the same way. Both of us were raised 
on the farm. 

Mr. CoenowetH. What acreage do you have? 

Mr. WEATHERFORD. I have got a small farm of 75 acres. 

Mr. CuoenowetH. And you? 

Mr. Jounson. I just own 75 acres of my own. 

Mr. CoenowetH. How many acres do you farm? 

Mr. Jounson. Farmed 500 acres, my mother’s place and another. 

Mr. Cuenowetn. When did you first start the experiment with 
the wells? 

Mr. WEATHERFORD. That was in about 1925 or 1926 when we first 
started getting irrigation. We just had a 6-inch pipe and these pump 
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ions that go up and down and we had quite a bit of trouble with 
them. 

Mr. Cuenowern. What percentage use wells? 

Mr. WeatTHERFORD. Wells are spotty; maybe you can drill a well 
and get water and a mile away you wouldn’t get any. I would say 
it is not over 5 percent, maybe 10, that’s ever used any water. 

Mr. CHENOWETH. Only 10 percent? You have dry land farming? 

Mr. Wearuerrorp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cuenowern. That is all you have at this time? 

Mr. WEATHERFORD. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jonnson. I might add that most of these lambs that are thrown 
in this area around here are always shipped to the north because we 
don’t have enough feed here, and the feed is more expensive here 
because of its shortage. 

Mr. Miiuer. You would raise more feed if you had water? 

Mr. Jounson. Yes. 

Mr. Mitier. You would finish them here? 

Mr. Jonnson. Lambs and cattle both. 

Mr. WraTHERFORD. I believe there will be a big change. I don’t 
think we will go to cotton. I think the swing will be the other way. 
If we get water I think we will get more feed and livestock. 

Mr. Asprnaty. You heard Dr. Miller’s question about the 160-acre 
limitation under reclamation law. Do the farmers generally under- 
stand that limitation? 

Mr. WEATHERFORD. Yes, sir; I will tell you, we are doing this a 
little different. We found out we were going to have water to water 
about 10,000 acres, All of us farmers out there—he started working 
on this project at the time—I had no hopes of getting water on my 
farm because I am down on the tail end of it. We made a trip to 
Austin to talk to Mr. Burleigh. He told us we would have water to 
water around 10,000 acres, and some of the large-land owners were 
with us. They suggested we distribute this water out and let every- 
body have water. Say a person owned 500 acres he would have one 
share of water just like as if he owned 70 acres, or 75 acres. In other 
words, we could sell all of that water, I am sure, before it got halfway 
across the country where it was going, but instead of Sue 160 
acres we cut it down and have given every man a chance to buy his 
share of water. We don’t know exactly what it is going to figure but 
around 90 or 100 acres, something like that, and that would be around 
100, or a few over, that would have water; where if we let them have 
water for 160 acres or as they demanded it, there would only be a 
third or half that many, and everybody’s agreeable to that; haven’t 
heard a word against it. We have had one of those meetings and I 
think everybody understands what we are doing and what it is going 
to cost and how it is going to operate. We had a letter or statement 
that we signed and i to Austin at the last meeting we had with 
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the board of water engineers. I believe it is clear to the farmers 
what the proposition is. 

Mr. Asprnautu. Thank you very much. 

Mr. WEATHERFORD. There’s approximately 29,000 acre-feet out 
there that could be irrigated. 

Mr. AsPINALL. 29,000 acres? 

Mr. WEATHERFORD, Yes, sir; only 10,000. 
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Mr. Cuenowetu. As I understand you are going to allocate one 
share to each farmer? 

Mr. WEATHERFORD. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cuenowern. And he will continue his present operation on 
the balance of the land? 

Mr. WearuHerrorp. That’s right. 

Mr. Cuenowertu. That is all. Thank you. 

Mr. Fisner. Mr. Chairman, one question, for the record how many 
farmers are involved, individual farmers’ 

Mr. WEATHERFORD. Around 100 or a few over. 

Mr. Fisuer. You have had meetings? 

Mr. WEATHERFORD. Yes, sir. 

Mr. FisHer. Are you authorized to speak for the other farmers? 

Mr. WEATHERFORD. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fisuer. In testifying before this committee? 

Mr. WEATHERFORD. Yes, sir. 

Mr. FisHer. And you can assure the committee, then, that every 
farmer affected in this bloc of 10,000 acres are wholeheartedly in 
favor of it and are willing to conform with the reclamation laws, and 
undertake to do their part in carrying out the project? 

Mr. WeatHerrForD. That’s right. 

Mr. Fisuer. That’s all. 

Mr. AspinatL. Thank you very much, gentlemen. The next wit- 
ness is Mr. John D. McCall who will speak on two related matters, 
legislation and water rights, and water-supply corporation and its 
contract with the United States Government. 

Mr. McCatu. My name is John D. McCall. I reside in Dallas, 
Tex., and am a practicing attorney. The business of my law firm 
consists principally of matters related to municipal and corporate 
finance, including the financing of water-supply projects. I am ap- 
pearing in behalf of H. R. 10803 as special counsel for the local 
interests. 

In general, other witnesses have the responsibility of presenting the 
engineering and general economic feasibility, the public importance of 
and the national interest in the project. 

My remarks will be confined to a brief discussion of the law affect- 
ing the storage and use of water for the project and the means which 
have been devised for contracting with and the making of payments 
to the Government of the reimbursable cost of the project. 

The Colorado River of Texas and its tributaries are wholly con- 
tained in the State, so no interstate problem exists. The project 
will be situated on tributaries of Concho River which, itself, is a 
tributary of the Colorado. Only storm and flood water is involved. 
There is little, if any ordinary flow of the streams at the point of 
storage. All of the ordinary flow is already committed either to the 
city of San Angelo or to downstream users. Under the State consti- 
tution, the State owns all flood and storm water until stored, and rights 
to store and use such flood and storm water are obtained through 
application for, and issuance of permits by the State. Such claim of 
State ownership is based on the theory that flood and storm waters 
are “enemy waters’ which are capable of wreaking great damage 
unless controlled, and that the State has the duty of harnessing and 
storing such water, thus converting the menacing floods to useful 
purposes. The State can confer on others the right to store and use 
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such flood and storm water. Permanent rights to store the water at 
Twin Buttes Dam and to use the water for irrigation, municipal, and 
industrial purposes in accordance with the report by the Secretary of 
the Interior will be obtained through permit to be issued by the State 
board of water engineers prior to commencement of construction. 
The release of any water necessary to take care of the vested rights 
of downstream users which will be required under the permit, has 
been taken into consideration in determining the net water yield of 
the project. That has been discounted. 

Stimulated by the necessity of providing a dependable municipal 
and industrial water supply and water for an adjacent intensified 
irrigated farm area, the city and other local interests have evolved a 
plan under which the city will be assuring its needed additional supply 
at a cost well within the value for municipal uses of such assured water 
supply and making possible the delivering of water to the irigators 
at a price practically equivalent to the incremental cost of providing 
the irrigation water. They get the bargain, the irrigators. Only 
through such cooperation would the water cost to irrigators be within 
their economic reach. Thus the irrigators will be operating irrigated 
farms almost in the shadow of a growing city and the city will enjoy 
the substantial economic advantage of adjacent irrigation. 

At an election called for the purpose, the people of the city of San 
Angelo have approved the execution of the contract between the 
Government and the selected entity, giving effect to such arrange- 
ments, by a vote of 8 to 1. 

H. R. 10803 (2d sess. of the 84th Cong.) provides that a contract 
will be executed with the United States Government by a competent 
organization to assure repayment to the Government of the reim- 
bursable cost of the project, and except as to the portion for irrigation 
purposes, interest thereon. The Bureau of Reclamation and local 
interests have agreed in advance on the identity of the contracting 
organization. Doubtless the committee prefers not to be burdened 
with the details of the contracting setup if assured that the rights of 
the Government will be protected and that the water to be stored in 
the project will be devoted to authorized uses. Obviously, the real 
parties at interest are the city of San Angelo, representing its inhabit- 
ants, and a water district which will be organized to represent the 
interests of the irrigators. That district has not been organized 
because the Board of Water Engineers of the State of Texas and the 
Governor just approved this project the other day, and we did not 
want to go to the expense of organizing such an agency until we were 
assured of their approval, and which is jurisdictional. The San 
Angelo Water Supply Corp., a nonprofit entity, was organized for the 
sole purpose of making and performing obligations under such con- 
tract for reasons which include the following: 

(1) To bridge a gap in the legal authority of a city to contract for 
both municipal and irrigation water and its apparent lack of authority 
to make a longtime water supply contract with the Government 
which would be an operating charge on the city’s water revenues. 

(2) To render possible the merging of the city’s highly solvent 
obligations with that of the district to make the payments which for 
practical purposes assure the solvency of the entire loan. 

(3) To assure competent management of the indebtedness and of 
the water supply facilities over the 40-year period by a nonpolitical, 
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self-perpetuating board of directors, responsible to the district and 
to the city. This type of organization is highly favored by Texas 
laws and its operations are fully tax exempt under the rulings of the 
Treasury Department. In turn the nonprofit corporation makes 
contracts with each, the city and the water district. Securing the 
obligations of the corporation will be a contract between the city of 
San Angelo and the corporation and a contract between the water 
district representing the irrigators and the corporation. The sum of 
the payments to be made periodic ally by the city and by the water 
district to the corporation will be ample to enable the corporation to 
make payments promptly to the Government of its obligations under 
the contract throughout the 40-year period. I used 40 years. I 
think the Secretary recommended we make it 40. I submit to the 
committee that if it is 50 it is certain to be more solvent. The use of 
this organization has been approved by the Secretary of the Interior— 
this entire integrated setup. 

When the indebtedness to the Government shall have been paid in 
full, together with interest thereon, the rights of the nonprofit cor- 
poration under a law and under contract will become vested imme- 
diately and automatically in the city of San Angelo subject to the 
assumption by the city of all of the corporation’s obligations to the 
irrigators and to the water district representing them. 

When this legislation is reintroduced in the 85th Congress the 
sponsors intend to clarify the provisions of the pending bill in ref- 
erence to the right of the local contracting organization to take 
over the operation and maintenance of the project. The Bureau 
of Reclamation is favorable to the proposed changes. Such revised 
provisions will recognize in the contracting organization, after a spe- 
cified period of time, the right to take over maintenance and opera- 
tion of the project; subject, of course, to compliance with regulations 
to be prescribed by the Government for operating the project in- 
cluding operation of the flood-control facilities. After such option is 
exercised the contracting organization should be entitled to a credit 
on its obligation to the Government, or to reimbursement for, of that 
part of the cost of maintenance and operation applicable to flood- 
control facilities and to the preservation and propagation of fish and 
wildlife, if those are included, and I hope they will be. 

The approval required under both Federal and State laws for 
projects of this kind has been given officially by the Governor of 
Texas. Evidence of such approval, as required by law, has been 
forwarded to the Secretary of the Interior. That is where the evidence 
is; the Governor has approved it, and he sends it to the Secretary 
of the Interior; and we will procure a certified copy for the Secretary 
of the Interior. 

If the committee desires further details as to matters covered in 
the testimony of this witness or other witnesses, we will be glad to 
supply them. 

I thank the committee for its manifested interest in the project and 
for its attention to this presentation. 

Mr. AspinaLty. Many thanks for the very precise and succinct 
statement. I know that we are going to scan that statement with a 
great deal of interest and study, because you did make possible the 
understanding by the committee the procedure by which this program 
will work in Texas and in this community. You realize of course that 
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in the provision that you referred to, the last of which States that 
“the contracting organization or organizations which have thus reim- 
bursed the United States shall have a permanent right to use . 
portion of storage space of the project thus wk to usage”’, 
rather a new approach to the problem, because as a rule we ines’ t 
as yet said what is going to happen to irrigation and reclamation pro- 
grams which have been paid out. 

Mr. McCautu. Mr. Chairman, thank you for the suggestion. Ihave 
been preaching the doctrine that that should be permanent, for 
several years, and I believe Congress will have an opportunity to 
consider a bill on that specific subject. It has been prepared for 
introduction next January. 

Mr. AspInALL. This question that I have now is addressed to you 
because of the experience you have had. It is your opinion that this 
locality could not float sufficient bonds to make possible the con- 
struction by the locality, with all of the different groups working 
together, of this facility, is that correct? 

Mr. McCatt. Very definitely so, Mr. Chairman. I answered the 
question in that way because a city—and the city is the backbone of 
the financing, as you will observe—must conserve its taxing resources 
for the payment of the improvements which do not produce revenues; 
and a water system is notoriously solvent, and it just happens there is 
plenty of money in the city’s water resources to pay the expense of 
buying this water, the raw material for its system, and the city 
would not be in position on the other hand to issue water-revenue 
bonds because it already has outstanding water-revenue bonds. But, 
it is in position to make an operating contract, that is, a contract 
against its operating fund for the purchase of the raw materials to use 
in the system, and that contract incidentally comes ahead of the city’s 
obligation to pay its revenue bonds even. It is an operating expense 
approach; the highest type of obligation. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Dr. Miller, do you have any question? 

Mr. Mituier. This group that’s formed as a sort of go-between 
between the city and the Federal Government, does that also take 
in the irrigators, handle the repayment for them and will make their 
contracts; who will handle it, both the city and the irrigators? 

Mr. McCatu. Doctor, it is assumed there will be one contract 
between the Government and the corporation, nonprofit corporation. 
That corporation will make a contract with the water district and with 
the city, using the combined resources to pay the obligation to the 
Government. 

Mr. Mitxier. That is rather unique. I don’t think we have 
approached it before from that angle. I can see some possibilities. 

Mr. McCautu. The only way in Texas that people can ever get 
water is through the application of unique processes. 

Mr. Miturer. You may set an example for some of the rest of us. 

Mr. McCauu. We have been using this method of financing in 
other parts of the United States, not only for water but for other 
purposes. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Mr. Rutherford? 

Mr. RutTHerRForD. I have no question. 

Mr. Aspinautu. Mr. Chenoweth, do you? 

Mr. CuenowetH. Mr. McCall, in your statement you referred to, 
vested interests. Who does that include; who would have vested 
rights? 
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Mr. McCatu. That was the reason I was able to make this talk in 
2 minutes, that part of it, but I might expand on that just a little. 

Mr. Cuenowern. I know you have given this matter a great deal 
of study. 

Mr. McCatt. I am very happy to try to answer that question. 
There are no vested rights in these floodwaters. The State of Texas 
has the right to store these floodwaters, or have them stored any place 
that will prevent a flood below there; San Angelo is below it. There are 
no vested rights in the waters stored. There’s some vested rights in 
what is called the ordinary flow of these streams, which is almost nil. 

Mr. CHENoweEtTH. Are you talking about ordinary riparian rights? 

Mr. McCauu. And the rights of people who have obtained permits. 
At one time there used to be a little water running through here. 

Mr. CoenowetsH. You have a State law which provides for a water 
decree or a permit, as you call it? 

Mr. McCatu. Yes. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. If they want to use this water, they can get a 
permit? 

Mr. McCatt. Certainly. 

Mr. CHenowetuH. Has that been done in this area? 

Mr. McCatu. Some permits, not many; they are negligible. But I 

was going to say, Judge, the primary user of the water that comes 
through, even floodwaters, is the Lower Colorado River Authority 
which is just below this project; and I will call atte — to something 
that hasn’t been mentioned and that is when the Lower Colorado 
tiver Authority obtained its rights the State reserved me ny valu- 
able rights for this particular area. So, the Lower Colorado River 
Authority hasn’t any substantial rights, and whatever they are have 
been waived, and all the users of water, with just minor exceptions, 
are below the facilities of the Lower Colorado River Authority; so, 
it has to absorb any shock that the proposed project causes. I be- 
lieve I_ am correct in saying that there is not any irrigation use 
below Nasworthy, and by the time this stream gets into the Colorado 
River al use is negligible. We are not talking about any important 
amount of water. 

Mr. CHeNnowetH. One further question. Has any thought been 
given to the State of Texas constructing these facilities? ane men- 
tioned that the State owns the floodwaters. Has the State of Texas 
considered building facilities to store these floodwaters here? 

Mr. McCatu. Yes sir. 

Mr. Cuoenowetu. What has been done up to this time? 

Mr. McCatu. A good many of us are almost worn out, as far as 
going to Austin is concerned, and trying to persuade the Legislature of 
Texas to submit to the people a constitutional amendment under 
which the State of Texas would provide a revolving fund either by 
pledging fees for water use for which the State could charge, or by 
pledging an ad valorem tax. I have been a member of the group 
championing one of those efforts and we have never been able to get 
the proposed amendment submitted because of a divergence of views 
as to the method. 

Mr. Mitier. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Cuenowetn. I yield. 

Mr. Miter. It is pretty hard to compete with the Army engineers 
on that; isn’t it? 
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Mr. McCatu. I might say that the Army, fortunately, has taken 
over the flood-control - problem down here and has done an excellent 
job, but we tried to get the Army to put in conservation storage which 
the State could buy, if it had the funds. 

Mr. Mititer. We may want you to come back to Washington to 
expound on this theory of water to the new Solicitor General of the 
Interior Department. We have had several long sessions with him 
and there are difficult problems in some States of who owns under- 
ground water and water on top of tne ground. I am inclined to agree 
with the philosophy and thinking that we are going to need the help 
of men like you to get things on the right track again. 

Mr. McCauu. My assistance is always available to the Government 
on anything; I assure you of that. 

Mr. Cuenoweru. One further question. Have the Army engineers 
considered this project solely as a flood-control project? 

Mr. McCatu. Based on the information I have acquired I think not. 

Mr. Coenowertu. That is all. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Are there any more questions? Thank you very 
much Mr. McCall. I have received a statement from Mr. Grady Hill 
of the San Angelo Standard-Times which, without objection, will be 
inserted at this point in the record. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT TO House INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS COMMITTER, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION 


San ANGELO STANDARD-TIMEs, 
San Angelo, Tex., November 10, 1956. 

GENTLEMEN: In regard to the Three Rivers (Twin Buttes) Dam project, 
I would like to mention an important factor bearing on west Texas interest in 
achievement of this project. 

As a founder and longtime officer in the Tom Green County Parks Board, the 
West Texas Game & Fish Association and the Texas Wildlife Federation, I have 
observed an ever-growing interest on the part of the public in the development 
and use of lakes for recreation. During the last few years, while getting out the 
Standard-Times’ annual vacation editions as director of news promotion, and in 
preparing the weekly Rod and Rifle column, [ have noticed that recreation 
seekers from all over west Texas—from Brownfield, Lubbock, Seminole, Crane, 
Odessa, and other upper points down to Sonora, Menard, and Brady and west 
to Fort Stockton and Alpine—come to San Angelo’s two present lakes, North 
Concho and Lake Nasworthy, for their fishing and boating. 

The important thing is this: For the 1,500,000 people in this area, the existing 
lakes here, and the proposed Three Rivers Lake, offer the only lasting promise of big 
waters surrounded by restful trees and parklike shoreline scenery. Nowhere else 
in west Texas between the Colorado and the Rio Grande can there be any major 
water development such as is possible in the immediate San Angelo vicinity. 

In view of the growth of population and the expansion of leisure time in this 
age of scientific progress the fishing, wildlife, and recreation considerations inherent 
in the Three Rivers Dam project are worthy of serious attention. 

Respectfully, 
GrabDy Hit, 
Director of News Promotion. 

Mr. AspinauL. This concludes the procession of those witnesses 
who asked to appear, is there anyone in the room either for or opposed 
to the project who wishes to make any additional statement? 

Mr. Fisuer. This is Mr. Harrod, from Paint Rock, the county seat 
of Concho County, through which this Concho flows, right to our 
east. He appeared here before when the board of water engineers 
held a hearing at the Governor’s request, and I think he would like 
to be heard. 
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Mr. Aspinauu. Is there anyone else who wishes to be heard? Let 
the record show that Mr. Harrod is the only individual in the room 
who wishes to be heard either for or against the proposed project, 
other than those who have already testified. Mr. Harrod, you may 
proceed. 

Mr. Harrop. My name is John M. Harrod, and I appear in behalf 
of the water users in the town of Paint Rock in Concho County and 
of those landowners who abut the Concho River between Paint Rock 
and the river’s confluence with the Colorado River some 14 miles east 
of here. I am county attorney of Concho County, and I would like 
to say that we do not appear here to contest the proposed project at 
all, but we appear here, as we did before the State water board, to see 
if we can insure the protection of the rights of the water users in the 
town of Paint Rock, which is a town of some 350 people, and the 
rights of the landowners along the Concho, between the Concho and 
the Colorado, of whom there are about 40. I have heard the state- 
ment made this morning that the State water board has given its 
final approval to this project. Now, our understanding was, at the 
meeting before the State water board here in San Angelo in August, 
I believe, that at that time the State water board was just determin- 
ing the feasibility of the project, and at that time they were not going 
specifically into the question of the riparian owners’ rights in Concho 
County. We were given to understand, and I believe I am correct, 
that there would be subsequent hearings at which attention would be 
given to our requests for our demand, however you put it. So, if I 
am correct, I wish to add that statement in correction of a previous 
statement here that there has been full and final approval. Now, the 
people whom I represent have been assured by their friends in San 
Angelo, by Mayor McCulloch, ex-Mayor Bryant, and others, that 
they would be given protection, that they would assist us—I believe 
I quote them correctly—in getting a provision in the final permit 
from the State water board which would insure a certain amount of 
water being released down the Concho River from time to time, but 
thus far we have heard nothing specific from anyone with regard to 
just what protection we would have to insure water along our stream. 
The statement was made a month ago by special counsel, the gentle- 
man who just left the stand, that there is little, if any, ordinary flow 
along the main Concho as it leaves San Angelo. 

I have no figures to refute that except to say that the original figures 
as to the flow of water on the main Concho, as given by Mr. Burleigh, 
I believe, in a previous hearing before the water board, was based upon 
the last 5 years; and our answer to that in the hearing before the State 
water board, as it is now, is that in the last 5 years we have had the 
worst drought i in recorded history. We think this should be extended 
to a longer period to determine whether or not there is an ordinary 
flow in the Concho River. We recognize that there only, as I say, 
350 people in the town of Paint Rock, and around 40 ranchers using 
the Concho River below Paint Rock and for that reason we don’t take 
the position that we protest it, but somewhere along the line before it 
is all over we would like something specific as to just in what way our 
rights will be protected. I believe I am going a little over my allotted 
time. If I could have a few minutes more 

Mr. AspInALL. You may have a couple of minutes more. We too 
are running over our time. 
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Mr. Harrop. We have had a few scattered rains in the last 6 weeks 
in this area of the country that has improved everyone’s outlook, but 
for the past 5 years water in Concho County, as here, has been a very 
scarce thing. For instance, streams have dried up where the ranchers 
watered their cattle. Fish have died in the streams, and the ranchers 
were unable to water their stock. They got water for stock use from 
nearby Ballinger, a town 16 miles away. Even the town of Paint Rock 
had to get its drinking water from Ballinger and other places. The 
town of Paint Rock has a permit through a private individual to get 
water from the Concho River. As mentioned in a previous hearing, 
the ranchers in that country have. used the river, and it must have had 
some type of flow as a fence between them and neighboring land- 
owners on the other side of the river; and they bave had to build lots 
of fence because that situation no longer existed. Even though we are 
a small group we do feel that something concrete should come from 
somewhere as to what protection we will have. 

Mr. AsprnaLut. Thank you, Mr. Harrod. We are glad to have 
your testimony in the record. I think that you heard the chairman of 
the committee state at the beginning of the hearing that this committee 
does not determine policy within a State, and your position on a proj- 
ect must be presented through your proper State areas with the under- 
standing that your Members of Congress must represent you before 
this reaches the Congress of the United States for its disposition. 

Mr. Fisuer. Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. Asprnauu. Mr. Fisher. 

Mr. Fisorer. May I read into the record briefly for clarification to 

Mr. Harrod the approval made by the State board of water engineers 
dated November 5, 1956, addressed to the Governor. In the accom- 
panying conditions under which it is approved, No. 3 states— 
that ownership by the State of Texas of the waters involved will be fully recog- 
nized by all interested parties and that vested rights to the use of such waters 
will be respected by all interested parties— 
And it further stated in No. 1, or the series of paragraphs containing 
those restrictions, that of course a permit will have to be obtained, 
water permit from the State, under the provision of article 7492e of 
Vernon’s Civil Statutes, as is always the case in projects of this kind. 
Certainly I share the chairman’s feelings that proper steps should be 
taken, and I think you very properly will get it in the record to see 
that the people below are properly protected. 

Mr. McFaruanp. The Federal Government will not start construc- 
tion of a project until they have a permit to use the water and the 
assurance the water ounielied is adequate for the project. 

Mr. Harrop. Well, I had understood that wouldn’t be determined 
here, but the committee had inquired into that considerably, and I 
thought I might be able to supply some small information in that 
regard. 

Mr. Miuuer. The 30 or 40 individuals who have some riparian, 
vested rights in the water, what would be the total in acre-feet they. 
might have a right in; how ‘much are they using and how much do they 
claim; do they have a permit for it? 

Mr. Harrop. I could only answer that in this general way, the 
ranchers and farmers, and stock farmers, between Paint Rock and the 
14 miles distance to the river confluence with the Colorado onthe 
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land that abuts the stream have for years used the stream for stock 
water and for home and domestic consumption. 

Mr. Miuuer. Those owners have had those riparian rights many 
years? 

Mr. Harrop. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Miuuer. Do they have to get a permit from the State of Texas 
for the use of that water? 

Mr. Harrop. I couldn’t answer that correctly. I know the town 
of Paint Rock does have a permit. I know between Paint Rock and 
San Angelo there are a number of permits. 

Mr. Miter. I understand that riparian owners as a rule do not. 

Mr. Harrop. I don’t think any of the ranchers do. 

Mr. Miter. I didn’t know whether it had that provision or not. 

Mr. Fisuer. Mr. Chairman, I may add briefly that the city of 
San Angelo, the mayor and former Mayor Bryant are in complete 
accord with the provision which I read a moment ago that the lower 
users must be fully protected and their rights respected, if this project 
develops. 

Mr. Harrop. I might say as a last word we certainly hope the 
project goes through and we want to extend all the cooperation a 
small group can to the city of San Angelo but we would like to protect 
our rights. 

Mr. AspinaLL. Thank you, Mr. Harrod. At this time the chairman 
wishes to thank Mr. Sam Conner, the reporter, for making his services 
available to us. Also, the committee wishes to thank Congressman 
Fisher from this district, Mayor McCulloch, and former mayor, its 
very energetic citizen, Mr. M. D. Bryant, and others who have made 


possible the arrangements which have permitted us to expeditiously 

handle our responsibilities at this time. Is there anything else to 

come before the committee? There being nothing else to come before 

the committee at this time it will stand in recess on this particular 

matter until further hearings are scheduled in Washington, D. C. 
The committee stands in recess. 


x 











